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ABSTRACT 
Given high rates of sexual violence on college campuses, prior research has 
identified bystander training as a promising prevention strategy. The National Collegiate 
Athletic Association (NCAA) has called upon athletic departments and student-athletes to 
be campus leaders in sexual violence prevention. There is a lack of research on optimal 
ways to engage coaches and student-athletes in sustainable sexual violence bystander 
prevention efforts. This study examines the efficacy of an innovative bystander 
prevention program in which coaches were co-facilitators. Student-athletes and coaches 
from one Division I university were randomized to either receive the bystander 
prevention program from a facilitator and their coach with their team or from two 
facilitators with other same-sex teams. Student-athletes completed measures prior to 
training and at least two months following the training. Data from student-athletes was 
analyzed using MANOVA, and data from coaches was analyzed using paired sample t-
tests. Student-athletes (n= 133) and coaches (n= 5) completed pre- and post-intervention 
assessments, which measured knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to sexual 
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violence. Results demonstrated that the student-athletes’ knowledge, attitude, and 
behaviors did not differ at follow-up depending on delivery method. Regardless of 
delivery method, there were no significant differences in student-athletes' knowledge, 
attitude, and behaviors from pre- to post-intervention. The small sample of coaches 
demonstrated a significant increase in knowledge from pre- to post-intervention. Results 
support previous findings that one-time interventions have not been found to lead to 
changes in attitudes and behaviors. The lack of differences between the groups suggests 
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 In the last two decades, an increasing amount of attention has been focused on the 
high rates of sexual assault on college campuses. This attention has stemmed from 
researchers, survivors, federal agencies, and the media, who have recognized that sexual 
assault is a major problem on college campuses (DeGue, 2014; Department of Education, 
2014; Krebs, Lindquist, Berzofsky, Shook-Sa, & Peterson, 2016; Rocheleau, 2016). Over 
time, prevention efforts have shifted from targeting potential victims1 and perpetrators of 
sexual assault to promoting comprehensive sexual assault prevention that can affect 
multiple social ecologies (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002; DeGue et al., 2014; Dills, Fowler, & 
Payne, 2016). Primary prevention is a key element of comprehensive sexual assault 
prevention, and bystander intervention programs have emerged as a promising strategy to 
prevent sexual violence on college campuses (DeGue, 2014).  
 Given their visibility and status on many campuses, collegiate student-athletes 
may be a key group to engage in sexual assault prevention efforts (Wilson, Kirkland, & 
LaBanc, 2014). Additionally, the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), the 
governing body of college athletics, recently mandated that all members of athletic 
departments, including coaches, participate in sexual assault prevention training (NCAA, 
2016). With the exception of Coaching Boys Into Men(R) (Futures Without Violence, 
2019), which is a sexual violence prevention program originally designed to be delivered 
by male coaches to their high school male student-athletes, there is a lack of research on 
 
1 Throughout this dissertation, individuals who experience sexual assault are referred to as “victims.” 
The author recognizes that these individuals may refer to themselves as victims, survivors, or another 
name and respects their right to define and name their experience.  
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how to engage student-athletes and coaches in sexual violence prevention efforts; there 
have been no systematic evaluations at the collegiate level. In an effort to fill this gap, 
this study evaluates the feasibility of including coaches as co-facilitators of bystander 
intervention programming for Division I collegiate student-athletes. Specifically, the 
study aims to answer two research questions: 1) Does the delivery method affect, 
positively, negatively, or not at all, knowledge, attitude, and behaviors of student-
athletes? 2) Does co-facilitating bystander intervention programming affect, positively, 
negatively, or not at all, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors regarding sexual violence 
for coaches?  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Sexual Violence on College Campuses 
The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC; 2019) defines sexual 
violence as “sexual activity when consent is not obtained or not freely given” and 
includes such acts as attempted or completed rape and forced touching of a sexual nature. 
The most recent estimates from ethnically and racially diverse climate surveys from nine 
colleges and universities found that 21% of women and 7% of men reported experiencing 
sexual assault, defined as “any unwanted and nonconsensual sexual contact that involved 
either sexual battery or rape” during college (Krebs et al., 2016, p. ES-4). Other studies 
have found similar rates of sexual assault on college campuses (Krebs, Lindquist, 
Warner, Fisher, & Martin, 2009). However, it is important to note that response rates 
vary greatly across campus climate surveys, with some surveys reporting a 19.3% 
response rate and others reporting rates of 42% (Cantor et al., 2017; Krebs et al., 2007). 
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The rates of sexual assault on college campuses appear to be consistent across racial and 
ethnic groups, with the exception of Asian American college women, who reported 
significantly lower rates of completed sexual assault than did their African American, 
Latina, and European American peers (Archambeau, et al., 2010; Littleton, Grills-
Taquechel, Buck, Rosman, & Dodd, 2012). Recent results from the Association of 
American Universities’ campus climate survey demonstrated that rates of sexual assault 
are significantly higher for students who identify as transgender, genderqueer, non-
conforming, or questioning, or identify in a way not listed on the survey, compared to 
their peers who identify as cisgender female or male (Cantor et al., 2017). Furthermore, 
research has found that having multiple marginalized identities is associated with 
increased risk of sexual assault. For instance, Black Transgender individuals have higher 
odds of experiencing sexual assault than White Transgender individuals (Coulter et al., 
2017).   
Additionally, research has demonstrated that many women do not label 
experiences that meet the definition of sexual violence as sexual violence (Cleere & 
Lynn, 2013; Littleton, Grills, Layh, Rudolph, 2017). In 1985, Koss categorized 
individuals who have been raped but who do not classify their experience as 
victimization as "unacknowledged rape victims," and a recent meta-analysis found that 
the prevalence of unacknowledged rape is higher among college students compared to the 
noncollege population (Wilson & Miller, 2016). Furthermore, the meta-analysis found 
that over half of all women who experience rape do not acknowledge their experience as 
rape. Despite classifying their experiences as not rape, unacknowledged rape victims are 
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at-risk for the same negative consequences as victims who acknowledge their rape 
(Littleton & Henderson, 2009; Wilson & Miller, 2016), and recent research even suggests 
that unacknowledged female rape victims may be at increased risk for revictimization 
compared to women who acknowledge their rape (Littleton, Grills, Layh, Rudolph, 
2017). The high rates of unacknowledged rape victims mean the reported rates in climate 
surveys could be underestimating the scope of the problem. Furthermore, one study found 
that over 50 percent of college students who have experienced completed rape on college 
campuses indicated that they do not report the event because they do not consider “it 
serious enough” (Cantor et al., p. iv), meaning they may be less likely to get support and 
services, and their perpetrator may be less likely to be held accountable.   
The impact of sexual violence victimization is significant. Numerous studies have 
demonstrated that being a victim of sexual assault in college is associated with a number 
of negative mental and physical health outcomes including anxiety, depression, increased 
alcohol consumption, risky sexual behavior, and poor physical health, as well as negative 
academic outcomes (Jordan, Combs, & Smith, 2014; Kilpatrick et al., 2007; Lindquist et 
al., 2013; Littleton, Grills-Taquechel, Buck, Rosman, & Dodd, 2012; Zinzow et al., 
2011). A history of sexual victimization also places individuals at an elevated risk for 
revictimization (Littleton & Decker, 2016; Testa et al., 2010), and research has 
demonstrated that rape imposes a significant economic burden on the individual and 
society as a whole (Peterson, DeGue, Florence, & Lokey, 2016).  
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Sexual Violence Prevention 
Long before sexual assault on college campuses became national news, non-profit 
organizations, such as rape crisis centers, were tirelessly working to prevent the rape of 
women. The earliest efforts focused solely on teaching women how to recognize 
situations that could lead to sexual violence and skills, such as self-defense, to protect 
oneself in the event of sexual violence. However, many of these programs were not 
rigorously evaluated, did not examine whether participation was associated with 
decreased rates of victimization (Gidycz, Layman, Rich, Crothers, Gylys, Matorin, & 
Jacobs, 2001), and focused only on teaching women how to physically defend themselves 
against sexually assault without addressing the perpetrator’s behavior. Recently, studies 
have examined rates of victimization over time through a rigorous evaluation of a 
program, the Enhanced Assess, Acknowledge, Act Sexual Assault (EAAA) Resistance 
program, that teaches collegiate women how to detect danger and protect themselves in 
the face of sexual violence. A randomized controlled trial across three Canadian 
universities of the EAAA Resistance program demonstrated significant reductions in 
attempted (relative risk reduction of 63.2%) and completed (relative risk reduction of 
46.3%) rape over the first year of university for female college students who underwent 
the program compared to female college students who received brochures on sexual 
assault, which was the typical prevention method on these campuses (Senn et al., 2015). 
The program is time intensive, with material being delivered across four three-hour small 
group meetings and focusing not just on physical defense, but also on emotional barriers 
that might inhibit acknowledgement of danger and increasing ability to assess risk in 
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different situations. Assessment at two-year follow-up with no interim sessions revealed 
that females who had participated in EAAA continued to have reduced risk for attempted 
(relative risk reduction of 63.9%) and completed (relative risk reduction of 31.3%) rape 
compared to females who received the typical prevention method, although the reduction 
was smaller than initially observed at one-year follow-up (Senn et al., 2017). While these 
findings are encouraging and support the use of this program for students who identify as 
female, there is still a need to address other populations on college campuses, especially 
male students. 
Although perpetrators of sexual assault can be any gender, race, or ethnicity, the 
research has demonstrated that males are more likely than females to be perpetrators of 
sexual assault (Turchik & Hassija, 2014). Krebs et al. (2016) found that 94% of collegiate 
female rape victims reported that the perpetrator was a male. Unfortunately, studies have 
not examined perpetrator characteristics when examining college sexual assault among 
gender and sexual minority individuals. This shortcoming is echoed in the broader sexual 
assault literature on gender and sexual minority individuals, where information on 
perpetrator characteristics is rarely collected (Rothman, Exner, & Baughman, 2011). The 
original research on perpetration of sexual assault on college campuses highlighted that a 
select group of men were likely responsible for the majority of rapes (Lisak & Miller, 
2002). A more recent longitudinal study demonstrated that the majority of males who 
reported committing rape were not likely to endorse committing rape over multiple time 
periods (Swartout et al., 2015), signifying a larger group of men were perpetrating than 
previously thought. The findings of Swartout and colleagues (2015) revealed that most 
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males who commit rape in college do not have a past history of committing rape. Their 
work has encouraged a broader and more dynamic view of who is at risk for perpetration 
by identifying different trajectories of perpetration and strongly indicating the need for 
universal primary prevention, as prevention cannot simply focus on a small subset of 
males. 
Given the need for primary prevention of sexual violence, the CDC has 
recommended that prevention efforts account for the multiple social ecologies that 
influence sexual violence perpetration and victimization (DeGue et al., 2014; Dills, 
Fowler, & Payne, 2016). Dahlberg and Krug (2002; Appendix A) introduced a social 
ecological model based on the work of Bronfenbrenner (1977), which highlighted the 
overlapping nature of individual, relational, communal, and societal factors that have an 
impact on violence. This model, which is used by the CDC, underscores the need to 
examine and address risk and protective factors for sexual violence at all four levels 
(DeGue et al., 2014). The CDC states that prevention strategies should target factors in 
all four social ecologies in order to be comprehensive and specifically extends these 
recommendations to the prevention of sexual assault on college campuses (Dills, Fowler, 
& Payne, 2016), given that prevention efforts targeting only the individual level are 
unlikely to lead to lasting change when implemented in isolation as opposed to in a multi-
tiered prevention strategy (DeGue et al., 2012). Recognizing the need for expanded 
prevention efforts, the Obama Administration’s White House Council for Women and 
Girls (2014) issued a renewed call to action regarding rape and sexual assault prevention, 
stating that cultural shifts are needed in order to engage everyone in the fight to end 
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sexual violence.     
Bystander Behavior 
In tandem with the work of the White House Council for Women and Girls, a task 
force in the Obama Administration was created to examine sexual assault on college 
campuses. In its first report, the White House Task Force to Protect Students from Sexual 
Assault identified that there were no existing evidence-based sexual assault prevention 
programs for college students that met the CDC’s criteria to be considered “effective,” 
meaning that they had not undergone a randomized controlled trial and demonstrated 
positive impacts on sexual violence behavior (DeGue, 2014; DeGue et al., 2014). The 
need for sexual assault prevention programs for college students was echoed by the 2014 
Violence Against Women Act (VAWA), which mandates that institutions of higher 
education provide prevention programming on sexual violence to students (DOE, 2014). 
Despite the lack of existing sexual assault prevention programs for college students 
considered “effective,” through the 2011 Campus SAVE Act, Congress mandated that 
education programs raising awareness about sexual violence include bystander training. 
Subsequent reviews of prevention programs identified bystander intervention as a 
promising prevention strategy (DeGue et al., 2014), and researchers have noted that 
unlike prevention programs that just focus on potential victims or perpetrators, a central 
message of bystander intervention is that everyone in the community can engage in 
behaviors to prevent sexual violence (Banyard, 2011; Banyard, Plante, Moynihan, 2005, 
p. 21).   
Interest and research on bystander intervention initially erupted in the late 1960s 
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after the infamous case of Katherine “Kitty” Genovese. At the time, it was reported that 
37 people witnessed or heard Ms. Genovese being attacked, and all witnesses failed to 
intervene or call the police (Gansberg, 1964). Although this report was later refuted, it 
prompted researchers to examine why individuals do not intervene in emergency 
situations (Manning, Levine, & Collins, 2007). This case influenced the germinal works 
of Darley and Latané on bystander intervention. Darley and Latané (1970) laid out the 
four steps necessary to trigger effective bystander intervention following an emergency: 
1) bystanders have to notice the event; 2) bystanders have to view the event as an 
emergency; 3) bystanders have to assume responsibility; and 4) bystanders have to know 
the appropriate interventions in order to effectively offer help. They also identified four 
factors that hinder successful bystander intervention: diffusion of responsibility, 
evaluation apprehension, pluralistic ignorance, and confidence in skills (Darley & Latané, 
1968; Latané & Darley, 1970). Further research has shown that the absence of modeling 
of bystander behaviors is an additional hindrance to an individual’s intervention (Bryan 
& Test, 1967).  
More recently, researchers have proposed bystander intervention as a primary 
strategy to prevent sexual assault on college campuses (Katz, 1995; Banyard, Plante, & 
Moynihan, 2005). Bystander intervention to prevent sexual assault includes a number of 
both direct and indirect actions that one can perform before, during, or after a situation 
where sexual violence can occur. Examples of such positive bystander behaviors include 
speaking up when you hear degrading comments about women, intervening when you see 
someone who is intoxicated being led upstairs at a party, and offering support to a friend 
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who has experienced sexual violence (Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan, 2005). Examples of 
negative bystander behaviors include witnessing a situation that could lead to sexual 
violence, but doing nothing in response or explicitly encouraging the behavior through 
verbal support or tacitly supporting the situation by laughing. In bystander prevention 
programs, such as Bringing in the Bystander®, which is discussed in depth below, 
participants are taught to engage in bystander behaviors that also account for the 
bystander’s safety in the given situation (Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan, 2005). 
McMahon and Banyard (2012) developed a nomological network outlining different 
types of situations related to sexual assault where bystanders could intervene. They 
identified two types of bystander opportunities, reactive and proactive. Reactive 
bystander opportunities occur either before (primary prevention), during (secondary 
prevention), or after the assault (tertiary prevention). Reactive bystander opportunities 
before an assault are further delineated into low-risk and high-risk opportunities. Low-
risk opportunities involve situations where there is no immediate risk of harm, but 
negative attitudes about women or sexual violence are expressed. High-risk opportunities 
involve situations where the victim is at-risk of being endangered, such as witnessing 
someone say that they are going to intoxicate someone in order to have sex with them. 
Bystander opportunities during the assault (secondary prevention) include witnessing an 
assault or hearing cries for help and bystander opportunities after an assault include 
providing someone with additional support and resources following an assault and 
providing relevant information to investigators. Proactive opportunities include taking a 
class on gender-based violence and participating in sexual assault prevention 
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programming. McMahon and Banyard’s (2012) nomological network highlights that 
there a number of different opportunities for bystander intervention, and it is important 
that bystanders receive education on identifying these different opportunities and 
deciding which ones to engage in depending on the situation. 
The extant literature has also examined which factors are associated with 
bystander behavior, as increased understanding of these factors may help inform how 
best to teach and promote bystander behaviors. Research on correlates of bystander 
intervention among college populations have found that males are less likely to report a 
willingness to intervene or actual intervention behaviors than are their female peers 
(Banyard, 2008). Bystander self-efficacy and bystander intentions have also been 
identified as predictors of actual bystander behavior (McMahon et al., 2015). 
Additionally, collegiate women who reported a prior history of sexual assault 
victimization reported engaging in a significantly greater number of bystander behaviors 
than their female peers who did not report a prior sexual assault victimization history 
(Murphy, 2014). One study examining male collegiate students’ bystander behavior 
across three time points found that individuals with lower acceptance and comfort with 
sexist remarks and behaviors and who perceived their male peers to engage in less 
sexually aggressive behavior at baseline engaged in a greater number of prosocial 
bystander behaviors at four-month follow-up (Austin, Dardis, Wilson, Gidycz, & 
Berkowitz, 2016), suggesting that changing individuals’ norms may be an important 
mechanism for increasing prosocial bystander behavior.  
Three programs that draw on Darley and Latané’s germinal research have been 
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identified as promising bystander-training programs to prevent sexual assault (DeGue, 
2014). The specific programs are Bringing in the Bystander®, Green Dot, and Coaching 
Boys into Men® (CBIM). The first program was specifically designed for college 
students, the second program was designed for college students and has been 
implemented with high school students as well, and the third program was designed for 
high school male student-athletes. Additionally, since the 2014 publication from the 
White House Task Force to Protect Students from Sexual Assault, a fourth prevention 
program with a bystander component, RealConsent, was created for collegiate males and 
has shown promise in shifting attitudes and behaviors regarding sexual violence.  
Summarizing the research related to bystander behavior, Banyard, Plante, & 
Moynihan (2005) highlighted the importance of individuals recognizing the problem of 
sexual violence and its impact on the victim while also understanding that the victim was 
not at fault for the situation and that, as a bystander, they have a responsibility to act in 
the situation. They noted that bystanders must know the behaviors in which they can 
engage. Thus, evaluations of bystander prevention programs have primarily focused on 
examining individual changes in three types of variables: knowledge, attitudes, and 
behavior. Additionally, there has also been a growing movement to assess community-
level changes in sexual violence victimization and perpetration given the importance of 
influencing multiple social ecologies to create systemic change. The studies evaluating 
the prevention programs, reviewed below, examine changes in knowledge and attitudes 
regarding sexual violence, as well as changes in actual bystander behavior. Some of the 
studies also examine changes in sexual violence perpetration, and one of the studies even 
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examines community-level change.   
Bringing in the Bystander® 
Bringing in the Bystander® is a primary prevention program developed in 2005 
for college students by Banyard, Plante, and Moynihan with the assistance of a grant 
from the United States Department of Justice. As noted by the developers, Bringing in the 
Bystander® was created to engage all college students in the prevention of sexual assault 
rather than targeting only specific individuals who had been identified as at-risk for 
sexual violence victimization or perpetration. The program is grounded in the literature of 
helping behavior and bystander intervention, which is described above. Bringing in the 
Bystander® addresses the barriers laid out by Darley and Latané by educating college 
students on how to recognize warning signs of sexual assault, teaching and modeling a 
number of effective bystander intervention strategies, and engaging students in skill-
building exercises, all focused on shifting the context of the college community. 
Originally, there was both one- and three-session versions of the program that last a total 
of 4.5 hours. Later, a one-hour Bringing in the Bystander® program was created.     
There are two large experimental studies that support the efficacy of the Bringing 
in the Bystander® program. In the first study, college students were randomized to one of 
three groups: a one-hour Bringing in the Bystander® program, a three-hour Bringing in 
the Bystander® program, and a control group. At post-test, researchers found that 
students who received either dosage of the Bringing in the Bystander® program showed 
significant improvement in their knowledge of and attitudes toward sexual assault, as 
well as their self-report of bystander behavior compared to individuals in the control 
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group (Banyard, Moynihan, & Plante, 2007). There were not significant differences in 
outcome measures based on gender. However, at the 4-month and 12-month follow-ups, 
there were no longer significant effects on students’ bystander behaviors. Across 
measures, the three-session program had greater effects on attitudes, knowledge, and 
behaviors compared to the one-session program and control group. Although the results 
are encouraging, the students in the study were predominantly White (90.4%) and the 
study recruited participants via flyers and tables in the student union, which may have 
attracted individuals already concerned with sexual assault on college campuses and 
whose attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors may have been more amendable to change.  
The most recent evaluation of the Bringing in the Bystander® program was 
conducted at two campuses (Moynihan, et al., 2015). Students were recruited to 
participate in the study at both universities, and interested students were randomly 
assigned to the intervention group, which received an in-person Bringing in the 
Bystander® training, or to the control group, which did not receive the program. Both 
groups also were exposed to a six-week social marketing campaign, Know Your Power, 
which consisted of a variety of media displays, including posters and computer pages that 
featured college students engaging in prosocial bystander behaviors. This campaign 
occurred about four months after the intervention group received Bringing in the 
Bystander®. The images were chosen based on their accurate reflection of the racial and 
ethnic make-up of the campuses. The campaign also consisted of branded gear, such as 
water bottles and key chains. The participants predominantly identified as White (85.2%), 
with male and female participants equally represented. Unlike previous evaluations, this 
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evaluation found positive effects on bystander behavior at the one-year follow-up for 
both groups; however, students in the intervention group reported higher levels of 
engagement in bystander behaviors when related to their friends than were reported by 
students in the control group. Contrary to the earlier findings examining the potential 
sustained changes to behavior after undergoing Bringing in the Bystander®, this study 
demonstrated that the program had greater effects on students’ behaviors at the one-year 
follow-up for students who reported being more aware of sexual violence as a problem on 
college campuses at baseline.  
There are two studies that investigated the effectiveness of the Bringing in the 
Bystander® program with collegiate student-athletes. Moynihan and Banyard (2008) 
examined the impact of the program on sorority and fraternity members as well as 
student-athletes from one male (n = 21) and one female (n = 18) intercollegiate athletic 
team. Pre-tests were administered a week prior to the training, and post-tests were 
administered immediately following the training. The sport that each team played was not 
identified in the research. In terms of findings regarding the student-athletes, research 
indicated significant changes in pre- and post-test measures of knowledge of 
interventions, helping attitudes, and bystander efficacy. The researchers noted that the 
small sample size and lack of knowledge about changes in behaviors warranted further 
research on the effects of bystander training on collegiate student-athletes. Additionally, 
the study did not look at knowledge and attitudes at additional time points beyond the 
immediate post-test. Expanding on their earlier study, Moynihan, Banyard, Arnold, 
Eckstein, and Stapleton (2010) randomized 139 collegiate student-athletes (60 female 
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student-athletes and 79 male student-athletes) to either receive Bringing in the 
Bystander® or not receive the program. Again, researchers did not disclose in which 
teams the student-athletes participated. Measures were collected at pre-test, post-test, and 
two-month follow-up. Results demonstrated that collegiate student-athletes in the 
intervention group were significantly more likely to exhibit greater bystander confidence 
and intentions to act than collegiate student-athletes in the control group; however, there 
were not significant differences in actual bystander behaviors between pre-test and the 
two-month follow-up. Additionally, Moynihan and colleagues (2010) examined potential 
backlash effects of participation in the program and did not find significant negative 
effects on rape myth acceptance or behaviors. Although the study did not collect racial or 
ethnic information, the authors noted the small number of students who did not identify 
as White on athletic teams, which echoes the limitations of other studies on Bringing in 
the Bystander®. 
Bringing in the Bystander® is clearly theory-driven and has support for short-
term effects regarding knowledge and attitudes, as well as some preliminary support for 
longer-term effects regarding positive behavior change for students with certain pre-
existing beliefs about sexual violence as a problem on campus, although this was found 
only in one study. Unlike other programs, the contents and their delivery were 
specifically created for college students. Additionally, as the researchers note, the 
empirical support for the program is largely based on homogenously White samples, and 
this was especially true for the studies involving student-athletes. In those studies, 
race/ethnicity information was not collected given the exceptionally small number of 
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student-athletes who participated and even smaller subset of student-athletes who did not 
identify as White. Thus, researchers decided to not collect race/ethnicity information in 
an effort to protect the confidentiality of student-athletes who did not identify as White. 
In terms of feasibility with collegiate student-athletes, two small studies demonstrated the 
program’s promise with this population by providing preliminary evidence that the 
program positively impacts collegiate student-athletes’ bystander confidence, bystander 
efficacy, helping attitudes, and intentions to act, but evidence did not support changes in 
bystander behavior. As noted by the researchers, another limitation of both studies of 
student-athletes was the small sample sizes.   
Green Dot 
 Like Bringing in the Bystander®, the Green Dot intervention program, developed 
by Dr. Dorothy Edwards, is another bystander-prevention program and is based on the 
same underlying theories reviewed above. In addition, Green Dot incorporates research 
on diffusion of innovation (Rogers, 1962) to explain how messages about positive 
bystander behaviors and the actual bystander behaviors might be transferred from peer to 
peer, which is the delivery method of Green Dot (Coker et al., 2011). There are two 
phases of Green Dot: the first phase is a fifty-minute motivational speech that promotes 
community buy-in and outlines positive bystander behaviors; and the second phase is an 
intervention program, Students Educating and Empowering to Develop Safety (SEEDS). 
In the evaluation of Green Dot conducted by Coker et al. (2011), the motivational speech 
was given by staff members who worked at the university’s violence-prevention center. 
The motivational speech ended with an invitation to participate in SEEDS trainings. 
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SEEDS is a voluntary small-group program that teaches students about proactive 
bystander behaviors and how to effectively engage in them, while also addressing 
common barriers to engaging in bystander behaviors. In addition to the open invitation at 
the end of the motivational speech, Green Dot utilizes a Peer Opinion Leaders (POL) 
strategy to recruit additional students. The POL strategy is based on the literature that 
states that certain people hold significant influence in communities, which is why they 
are deemed POL, and thus, if they model positive behavior, then that behavior will be 
more likely to be adopted by the wider community. In Green Dot, POLs were nominated 
by other peers, faculty, staff, and resident assistants in an effort to capture the many types 
of influential peers on college campuses and were then invited to participate in a 
bystander training. The use of POLs is the main difference between Green Dot and other 
bystander prevention programs for college students, such as Bringing in the Bystander®.  
 Two studies have assessed the efficacy of Green Dot in changing bystanders’ 
attitudes and behaviors on college campuses. The first study examined the responses of 
2,504 students on one university’s campus (Coker et al., 2011). Given the nature of the 
program, students were not randomized to experimental and control groups, and instead 
the study looked at a random sample of students at the university and then determined 
whether these students had heard a Green Dot speech, participated in SEEDS training, or 
were exposed to neither of the Green Dot phases. As with previous studies on bystander 
prevention, students in this study identified as predominately White (85.3%). Findings 
demonstrated that students who received Green Dot speeches in their introductory 
courses were more likely to report engaging in positive bystander behaviors and more 
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likely to observe others engaging in bystander behaviors compared to students who were 
not exposed to a Green Dot speech. Additionally, the study investigated whether it 
mattered if students received the speech from the developer of Green Dot, Dr. Dorothy 
Edwards, or from other providers. Findings indicated that the orator was not significantly 
associated with bystander behaviors. Meanwhile, students who participated in phase II 
were less likely to accept rape myths than those who did not participate in phase II. 
Students who completed both phase I and phase II of Green Dot were significantly more 
likely to report engaging in and observing active bystander behaviors than students who 
received only phase I of Green Dot. While it is exciting to see the diffusion of a program 
across campus, the authors note that self-selection bias may be influencing the results 
given that students were not mandated to receive either phase of Green Dot.  
 A second study compared changes across three public university campuses over 
four years (Coker et al., 2016). One of the campuses had an active Green Dot program, 
whereas the other two universities had no bystander programs at baseline and had similar 
student populations in terms of demographics. Utilizing four cohorts of first-year 
students, findings revealed that the university with a Green Dot program had 21% lower 
rates of intimate partner victimization and perpetration compared to the other campuses. 
Significantly lower rates of intimate partner victimization and perpetration were found 
each year at the university with a Green Dot program compared to the peer institutions, 
with attenuation observed in the final year of data collection where no differences were 
found between intervention and control campuses. Across the four years of data 
collection, no differences or reductions in sexual violence perpetration were found among 
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the campuses. Results are promising, although the authors note that more rigorous 
methodologies are needed to further support the efficacy of Green Dot in changing rates 
of perpetration and victimization. The current study was unable to isolate all other 
possibilities that may have contributed to or led to reductions in violence, such as campus 
culture, which will be important to examine in future studies.  
 Recent research has demonstrated Green Dot’s efficacy with high school students. 
In a randomized control trial over five years, Coker et al. (2017) found that students in 
high schools with Green Dot programs reported significantly less sexual violence 
victimization and perpetration compared to their peers at schools that did not have Green 
Dot. Furthermore, the findings highlighted that reductions in violence were not 
immediate and that longer-term follow-up is necessary to witness the positive effect of 
Green Dot, because norms and behaviors have to be shifted before they can be 
recognized at the school level. Green Dot is currently undergoing another rigorous 
evaluation supported by the CDC that will examine community-level changes. To date, 
no study has looked at the effectiveness of Green Dot in changing collegiate student-
athletes’ knowledge, attitudes, and bystander behaviors, although involving student-
athletes as POLs could conceivably would be beneficial given student-athletes’ 
sometimes elevated status on collegiate campuses and the national presence of many 
student-athletes. 
RealConsent 
RealConsent is the first web-based interactive sexual assault prevention program 
for collegiate men that incorporates bystander intervention training and is supported by 
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findings from a randomized controlled trial (Salazar, Vivolo-Kanter, Hardin, & 
Berkowitz, 2014). Noting the limits of small group in-person bystander intervention 
programs in terms of cost and time, RealConsent is an online, self-paced program for 
college students who identify as male and identify their sexual orientation as heterosexual 
or bisexual. The program is comprised of six 30-minute modules and relies on a number 
of theoretical frameworks, including social cognitive theory, social norms theory, and 
bystander intervention, as well as, the work of Dr. Alan Berkowitz, who created the 
Men’s Workshop. RealConsent has a number of learning objectives including: providing 
education on common misconceptions about sexual violence, teaching knowledge and 
skills of safe intervention in situations that could lead to sexual violence, increasing 
prosocial bystander behavior and empathy for victims of rape, positively affecting 
communication skills, and changing attitudes toward rape and gender roles (Salazar, 
Kaufman, & Berkowitz, n.d.). All these learning objectives support the two overarching 
goals of increasing prosocial bystander behavior and decreasing sexual violence 
perpetration.  
In a randomized controlled trial, 743 racially and ethnically diverse collegiate 
male students at one university, who identified as heterosexual or bisexual, were 
randomized to either receive RealConsent or a web-based program focusing on general 
health promotion (Salazar, et al., 2014). Participants’ knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors 
regarding sexual violence were assessed at baseline, after completion of each module, 
and at six-month follow-up. At the six-month follow-up, when controlling for baseline 
differences, male students who completed RealConsent were significantly less likely to 
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report sexual violence perpetration and more likely to report engaging in prosocial 
bystander behavior when they witnessed a situation in which they could intervene 
compared to male students who completed the web-based health promotion program. 
Examination of potential mediators revealed that the relationship between participation in 
RealConsent and sexual violence perpetration was most strongly mediated through four 
pathways: knowledge of effective consent for sex, hostility toward women, date rape 
attitudes, and hyper-gender ideology (Salazar, Vivolo-Kanter, & Schipani-McLaughlin, 
2019). When examining potential mediators of participation in RealConsent and 
prosocial bystander behavior, intentions to intervene, outcome expectancies for 
intervening, and self-comfort with men’s inappropriate behaviors were significant. Such 
findings provide preliminary support for RealConsent’s efficacy at shifting perpetration 
and bystander behaviors and also suggest important components to include in sexual 
violence prevention programs for male collegiate students in order to affect sexual 
violence perpetration and prosocial bystander behavior. It is also worth discussing the 
high rates of attrition noted in the study. Although researchers discussed and controlled 
for high rates of attrition, it is notable that 71.1% of participants were lost to follow-up. 
Research on online health trials and applications has suggested that high rates of attrition 
may be inherent to online programs (Eysenbach, 2005), potentially misstating the 
efficacy of such programs. 
Coaching Boys into Men® 
Unlike the other prevention programs that have been reviewed, Coaching Boys 
into Men® was developed not only for adolescent male student-athletes, but also for 
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delivery by male athletic coaches. Miller et al. (2012) noted that CBIM’s change theory is 
based on social norms theory and the idea that bystander education could be a critical 
factor in changing norms around dating violence perpetration. In CBIM, coaches receive 
a 60-minute training from a trained violence prevention advocate and then coaches utilize 
eleven “Training Cards” to have brief (10-15 minute) discussions with their teams about 
respecting women by building on the values of honor and integrity (Futures Without 
Violence, 2018). The coach guides the conversation by using the CBIM card series, 
which have questions such as, “What do you think about saying to a guy ‘You’re playing 
like a girl?’ Why might this also be insulting to girls?”, and provides a space for young 
male student-athletes to discuss topics related to sport, masculinity, and sexual 
aggression. Coaches are also encouraged to engage in “teachable moments,” where they 
intervene and respond to negative attitudes or behaviors espoused by their student-
athletes toward women. CBIM emphasizes that male student-athletes are observing and 
learning from their coaches, and coaches have an opportunity to be important role models 
in the lives of their student-athletes regarding how to respectfully treat women and end 
violence against women. 
One randomized control trial study and a follow-up study examined the efficacy 
of CBIM on male student-athletes’ attitudes and behaviors around sexual violence (Miller 
et al., 2012). Sixteen high schools were randomized to the intervention or control group. 
Coaches of male student-athletes at the high schools in the intervention group received 
the CBIM training and “Training Cards,” whereas coaches in the control groups were 
instructed to coach as usual. A total of 1,008 male student-athletes received CBIM at the 
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intervention schools and 998 male student-athletes were in the control group. The 
student-athletes were ethnically and racially diverse, and the plurality of student-athletes 
identified as White (34.2%), with substantial numbers identifying as non-Hispanic Black 
(22.1%) or Hispanic (19.6%) as well. At the three-month follow-up, student-athletes who 
received CBIM were more likely to report increased intentions to intervene and actual 
positive bystander behavior compared to individuals who did not receive CBIM. 
However, at the three-month follow-up, there were no significant differences in dating 
violence perpetration between the groups.  
One year later, Miller et al. (2013) conducted a follow-up study and found that 
male student-athletes who received CBIM were less likely to report dating violence 
perpetration in the previous three months compared to male student-athletes who did not 
receive CBIM. This finding indicated an estimated intervention effect of -0.15 (95% CI= 
-0.27, -0.03). The intervention group also reported less negative bystander behaviors than 
the control group at one-year follow-up. However, there were no statistically significant 
differences in intentions to intervene, recognition of abusive behaviors, or positive 
bystander behaviors between groups. These results are notable in terms of dating violence 
perpetration; however, results indicate that male student-athletes who underwent the 
intervention were not more likely to engage in positive bystander behaviors one year after 
the training. While participating in CBIM was a significant factor in changing 
individual’s perpetration behaviors, the lack of detected change in positive bystander 
behavior is disappointing given that increases in positive bystander behavior could 
theoretically lead to community-level changes in sexual violence perpetration. 
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Examination of CBIM on coaches’ attitudes and behaviors found that coaches 
who delivered CBIM were more likely to report significant increases in their positive 
bystander interventions, such as intervening if they heard or saw a male student-athlete 
make “unwelcome or uninvited” sounds or gestures toward a girl, and these coaches 
reported increased confidence in confronting these types of behaviors among their 
student-athletes when compared to coaches who did not deliver CBIM (Jaime et al., 
2015). Additionally, these coaches reported having more discussions about the 
appropriate treatment of women and the role of physical violence in relationships and in 
sport than coaches who did not deliver CBIM. Semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with 36 of the coaches who delivered CBIM; the plurality of these coaches 
coached football (n = 11) or basketball (n = 5). Using a directed content analysis 
approach, interviews were coded and then assessed for key themes related to 
implementation. Results indicated that the majority of coaches who delivered CBIM 
reported that they noticed a positive change in their student-athletes’ language, attitudes, 
and behavior toward girls. These coaches also commented on the ease of delivering the 
program (Jaime et al., 2015). When examining the semi-structured interviews with 
coaches, as well as qualitative findings from ten focus groups with student-athletes (n = 
39), Jaime et al. (2018) found that both the coaches and male student-athletes who 
participated in CBIM highlighted some barriers to implementation and participation. 
Some coaches discussed difficulties presenting lessons on such sensitive topics and 
managing all of their student-athletes. Some coaches and student-athletes also brought up 
student-athletes’ propensity to joke around and distract from the lessons, which was 
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perceived to impede the delivery and seriousness of the discussions. Simultaneously, 
coaches noted their surprise with student-athletes’ engagement in the discussions and 
coaches reported that some discussions lasted much longer than the 15 minutes 
scheduled. Research on the impact of CBIM on both coaches and male student-athletes 
demonstrated positive impacts on their behaviors and highlights that athletic coaches are 
capable of delivering violence prevention messages and programs to their student-
athletes. 
Jaime et al. (2016) conducted a study examining whether student-athletes’ 
attitudes and behaviors differed depending on whether they received the CBIM program 
from one of their athletic coaches or from a domestic violence/sexual violence advocate. 
Two high schools with comparable demographics were randomized to either receive 
CBIM from their coaches or from an advocate. Male football, basketball, and wrestling 
teams from each high school participated in the study, and a total of 148 male student-
athletes completed pre-test and three-month follow-up surveys. Quantitative results 
indicated that attitude and behavior outcome measures did not differ between groups. 
However, student-athletes who received CBIM from their coaches demonstrated 
improved gender attitudes at follow-up compared to baseline, whereas student-athletes 
who received CBIM from an advocate demonstrated increased recognition of abusive 
behavior at follow-up compared to baseline, although these improvements were not 
statistically different when examining results between groups. These findings offer 
preliminary support that CBIM can be implemented by either coaches or advocates, 
although the researchers noted a number of factors (e.g., being male, young, and a former 
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athlete) specific to the advocate in this study that may have contributed to his ability to 
connect with the student-athletes. 
Reviewing these promising prevention strategies highlights the success of 
bystander prevention programs on college campuses and in high schools. Additionally, 
both preliminary studies of Bringing in the Bystander® and the robust studies of CBIM 
demonstrate that student-athletes also benefit from participation in the programming. 
Given that none of the prevention programs were specifically created for collegiate 
student-athletes, it is important to explore why collegiate student-athletes are an 
important group to receive bystander prevention programming. 
Collegiate Student-Athletes 
 Despite recent decisions by the U.S. Department of Education to rescind Title IX 
Guidance created and enacted by the Obama Administration (Green, 2018), colleges and 
universities face increased scrutiny and investigations regarding their handling of sexual 
violence on campus (Associated Press, 2018). Certain groups of college students have 
also drawn scrutiny as potential perpetrators of sexual violence. A series of high-profile 
cases involving male collegiate student-athletes perpetrating sexual violence have drawn 
particular attention to this group (Boren, 2016; Miller, 2016). Overall, male members of 
Greek organizations and collegiate student-athletes have drawn the greatest amount of 
media and research attention. Limited research of fraternity members and male collegiate 
student-athletes has found that they are more likely to report sexual aggression than their 
non-affiliated peers (Loh, Gidycz, Lobo, & Luthra, 2005; Murnen & Kohlman, 2007). In 
a study of 530 collegiate students at one university, 140 of which were collegiate student-
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athletes, Koss and Gaines (1993) found that athletic involvement predicted sexual 
aggression; however, they noted that this variable only predicted 1% of the variance. 
These groups of males have also been identified as a group that is more likely to accept 
rape myths (McMahon, 2007; Murnen & Kohlman, 2007). Additionally, a meta-analysis 
of studies that examined sexual perpetration among male student-athletes found a small 
but significant relationship between being a male student-athlete and self-report of sexual 
aggression (Murnen & Kohlman, 2007). However, a study of 182 male collegiate 
students demonstrated that being a member of an athletic team or fraternity did not 
simply equate to increased risk for committing sexual violence or negative attitudes 
toward women, but rather that within these memberships there were high- and low-risk 
groups (Humphrey & Kahn, 2000). At the university level, one study found that having a 
NCAA Division I athletic program was significantly associated with increased reports of 
sexual assault, when examining reports collected through the Clery Act (Stotzer & 
MacCartney, 2016).   
It has been suggested that the relationship between being a male collegiate 
student-athlete and perpetration of sexual aggression may be related to binge drinking, a 
focus on hyper masculinity, and male athletes’ sometimes celebrated status on campus 
(Melnick, 1992), as well as the possibility that certain sports draw individuals who 
already have negative attitudes toward women or previous histories of perpetration 
(Humphrey & Kahn, 2000), although these theories have not yet been supported by 
research. In terms of female collegiate student-athletes, researchers have highlighted the 
dearth of research on their attitudes and willingness to intervene in situations of sexual 
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assault (Moynihan & Banyard, 2008).  
However, collegiate student-athletes and, in particular, male collegiate student-
athletes have also been acknowledged for their potential as leaders on college campuses 
given their recognition on their campuses and sometimes across the country (Katz, 1995; 
Katz, 2018; Moynihan et al., 2008; Moynihan et al., 2010). Kroshus, Paskus, and Bell 
(2015) demonstrated that coaches’ expectations and perceived discipline of inappropriate 
off-field behavior was associated with male collegiate football players’ reported 
intentions to intervene in situations that could lead to sexual violence. This relationship 
was indirectly and directly mediated by the student-athletes’ attitudes about the 
consequences, beliefs of intervening, and their exploitative entitlement. The findings 
revealed that coaches’ communication of expectations and discipline for off-field conduct 
impacted at least student-athletes’ reported choices. Currently, it is unknown if this 
relationship holds for actual bystander behavior and whether the relationship holds for 
student-athletes from different sports and for those who do not identify as male. 
 The NCAA has recognized the potential of student-athletes and entire athletic 
departments to be leaders of sexual violence prevention on college campuses (Wilson, 
Kirkland, & LaBanc, 2014). To fulfill this potential, in 2014 the NCAA mandated 
training for all student-athletes in sexual assault prevention, intervention, and response. 
They urged athletic departments to work with campus partners to facilitate a collaborative 
effort to prevent sexual violence and they provided information about four potential 
prevention programs that athletic departments could implement. All four programs 
incorporated bystander prevention. Two of the programs listed, Bringing in the 
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Bystander® and Green Dot, are evidence-based and have significant research support 
regarding their efficacy, as reviewed above. The other two programs, Mentors in 
Violence Prevention (MVP) and Step Up!, are tailored more specifically to student-
athletes and have not yet undergone rigorous evaluation.  
While initial NCAA guidelines mandated sexual violence prevention training for 
only student-athletes, a 2016 and subsequent 2018 mandate required that all members of 
athletic departments (i.e., coaches, administrators) be trained in sexual violence 
prevention strategies, as well (NCAA, 2016; 2018). This mandate, however, does not 
include guidance on how all members should be trained or what methods or programs are 
most effective for training all members of athletic departments, which are comprised of 
student-athletes, coaches, medical staff, support staff, and athletic administrators. Given 
that this mandate means a large number of individuals must be trained, as well as 
prevention research that underscores the need to affect multiple social-ecologies in order 
to create lasting change (DeGue et al., 2012), a training that engages coaches and student-
athletes would help cut down on resources needed for training and hopefully affect both 
the individual and relational ecologies. 
 Given the success of CBIM (Jaime et al., 2015; Miller et al., 2012; Miller et al., 
2013) and the findings of Kroshus, Paskus, and Bell (2015) that coaches’ expectations 
and perceived discipline of inappropriate off-field behavior were associated with 
collegiate football players’ reported intentions to intervene in situations of sexual 
violence, engaging collegiate coaches as facilitators of violence prevention programming 
may be a promising approach. To capitalize on these findings and to partially fulfill the 
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NCAA’s mandate, one University’s Athletic Department partnered with campus 
stakeholders to adapt the university-wide bystander prevention training, Sexual Assault 
Prevention (SAP)2, into a student-athlete specific training that could be delivered by 
facilitators and coaches to student-athletes. The University is a private, Northeastern, 
medium-sized institution with a Division I athletic program. The current study will 
evaluate whether knowledge, attitude, and behavior outcome measures regarding sexual 
violence and bystander intervention are affected by participating in the coach-facilitated 
bystander prevention program. 
Program Development 
 SAP was originally created by staff at the University’s Women’s Center as a 
primary prevention program to be delivered to all first-year students. The author of this 
dissertation was not involved in the creation of the SAP program. SAP is a one-session, 
one-hour program facilitated by one to two facilitators, who are either Women’s Center 
staff members or graduate or undergraduate students who have been trained by staff 
members to facilitate the program. The program was typically delivered to small groups 
of students. The program addresses four objectives related to sexual violence and 
bystander prevention: 1) understanding how problematic attitudes and behaviors, such as 
hostile views toward women and sexual aggression, become normalized and reinforced 
through campus culture; 2) identifying problematic conduct related to sexual violence 
utilizing facts and statistics; 3) exploring impacts of sexual assault victimization and 
 
2 The name of the University’s prevention program was changed to further protect the identity of the 
student-athletes, coaches, and facilitators who participated in this study. 
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barriers that impede reporting in an effort to increase empathy for victims; and 4) 
teaching prosocial behaviors that students can engage in and asking students to identify 
which behaviors they will engage in to prevent sexual violence. The program states that it 
is based on research findings regarding bystander intervention programming; however, 
which research is unclear. The second and third objectives have similarities with the 
contents of session two of Bringing in the Bystander® (Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan, 
2005) which focuses on broadening participants understanding of sexual violence and 
providing information on the consequences of sexual violence for victims. Session two of 
Bringing in the Bystander® also uses many examples and statistics from the specific 
campus, where the program is being implemented; whereas, SAP uses one made up case 
example with details drawn from a number of real cases. The second objective of SAP 
also addresses the continuum of sexual violence, which is a key piece of session two of 
Bringing in the Bystander®. Objective four of SAP is also addressed in session three of 
Bringing in the Bystander®; however, Bringing in the Bystander® utilizes role-plays for 
participants to practice engaging in bystander behavior and also discuss potential barriers 
to engaging in bystander behaviors.  
Although mandatory for first-year students who live on campus, SAP is also 
provided at the request of on-campus clubs and organizations and to all varsity athletic 
teams at the request of the Athletic Department. Prior to this study, varsity student-
athletes received the program once a year in same-sex mixed-team groups from two staff 
facilitators from the Women’s Center. 
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Adaptation of Program Delivery 
The delivery method of SAP was initially adapted in 2017 because of the real-
world difficulties of scheduling Division I athletic teams for bystander training. Given the 
training and travel schedules of teams, the Women’s Center did not have enough staff to 
accommodate the multiple trainings needed for every student-athlete to participate in the 
program. Furthermore, per the report of staff and athletic administrators, the program was 
given in large group settings in order to accommodate as many student-athletes as 
possible, making it difficult to facilitate conversations and participation, and to answer 
individual questions. To cut down on the number of staff needed to facilitate the trainings 
and in an effort to increase engagement, the Women’s Center and athletic administrators 
decided to pilot a new delivery format for the program. The new delivery format would 
include the same SAP program, but instead of being delivered to same-sex students from 
different teams, it would be delivered to one same-sex team. Additionally, the program 
would be delivered by a Women’s Center staff member and one of the team’s coaches, 
meaning that only one facilitator from outside of athletics was required rather than two. 
The Women’s Center staff and athletic administrators hypothesized that having a coach 
present may help convey the importance of the topic and practically would reduce the 
need for a second facilitator from the Women’s Center. In the fall of 2017, one male team 
was selected to receive SAP through this delivery method. Anecdotally, both the campus 
facilitator and coach reported that they felt the student-athletes were more engaged, 
which they attributed to the presence of a coach. 
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Expansion of Key Stakeholders 
Recognizing the need to systematically evaluate the program and program 
delivery, the Athletic Department and Women’s Center supported this author’s 
submission for a NCAA Innovations in Research and Practice Grant to fund a pilot study 
examining the efficacy of utilizing coaches as co-facilitators of SAP to individual same-
sex teams compared to receiving SAP in same-sex mixed team groups from two 
facilitators as it had previously been administered. With the acceptance of the grant, the 
Women’s Center determined that they would be unable to facilitate all trainings with staff 
from only their office and would need additional facilitators. Furthermore, the Athletic 
Department and Women’s Center decided that the program could be further adapted and 
modified to reflect student-athletes’ experiences and culture on campus.  
To adapt and modify the program, as well as recruit additional facilitators, the 
Athletic Department convened a group of campus stakeholders to update and add to the 
SAP program. Incorporating a number of campus stakeholders is recommended by both 
the CDC (Dills, Fowler, & Payne, 2016) and the NCAA (Wilson, Kirkland, & LaBanc, 
2014). The campus stakeholders included individuals from the following departments: 
Athletics, the Women’s Center, the Office of the Dean of Students, and the Office of 
Health Promotion. The Athletics Department chose this group of campus stakeholders to 
participate in the updating of the programming given their expertise in sexual violence 
and areas related to sexual violence (i.e., bystander programming, Title IX investigations, 
and alcohol). As noted above, the Women’s Center created the SAP program and delivers 
it to students across campus. The Office of the Dean of Students supports student 
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development and oversees student conduct investigations, including Title IX 
investigations. The Office of Health Promotion offers a variety of programming to 
support healthy lifestyles and general well-being. They also provide campus-wide alcohol 
training. Two staff members from each department (i.e., Athletics, Women’s Center, 
Office of the Dean of Student, and Office of Health Promotion) elected to participate in 
the updating of the SAP program to tailor it specifically for student-athletes. These staff 
members met for five one-hour sessions in the spring of 2018 to adapt and modify the 
SAP program. The author of this dissertation was not involved in the modification of the 
SAP programs.     
Current Training Program 
The final updated SAP program retained its hour-long format and its four original 
objectives with slight modifications. Throughout the updated program, the staff members 
added questions and discussion points to facilitate more interaction between program 
facilitators and participants to break-up the lecture component. As part of the first 
objective of identifying how problematic attitudes and behaviors become normalized and 
reinforced through campus culture, the program also discussed how social expectations 
faced specifically by student-athletes might contribute to the normalization and 
reinforcement of these attitudes and behaviors. Such an update was undertaken to 
increase the relevancy of the program to the targeted group. Creating a program that is 
socioculturally relevant to the target population is an important principle of effective 
prevention programs (Nation et al. 2006). The second component of identifying 
problematic conduct related to sexual violence included a specific focus on alcohol’s role 
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in sexual assault. The third component, which details the impact of sexual assault 
victimization and barriers that impede reporting remained the same. The fourth 
component, which teaches prosocial behaviors that students can engage in to prevent 
sexual violence, remained the same; however, how it was taught changed. Campus 
stakeholders created a vignette based on their experience with different situations related 
to sexual violence that had occurred on the campus. In the vignette, a student is 
concerned about a friend’s sexually aggressive behavior and engages in a number of 
positive bystander behaviors and is also unsure about what other behaviors she can 
engage in to deter her friend’s behavior. In the program, students have to identify the 
positive behaviors that have already occurred and brainstorm other bystander behaviors 
the student could engage in. Additionally, the campus stakeholders created a document 
that included facts on sexual violence and information about campus resources and 
reporting services. This document was given out at the end of the training to all student-
athletes.  
Facilitators 
The updated program was created to either be led by two facilitators or by a 
facilitator and a coach. Facilitators were campus stakeholders from the Women’s Center, 
Office of the Dean of Students, and Office of Health Promotion who had been involved 
in updating the program, and also included an additional trainer from the Diversity and 
Inclusion Office at the University, who received training on facilitating the program from 
one of the original campus stakeholders and participated in a coaches’ training for 
additional training on the program. The Athletic Department staff who had participated in 
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updating the program were not included as facilitators as they understandably did not 
possess the same depth and breadth of knowledge related to sexual violence as the other 
campus stakeholders. From a research perspective, the Athletic Department staff was also 
encouraged to not facilitate the trainings as they may have been viewed similarly to a 
coach and could potentially influence the research results examining the differences in 
receiving the program from outside facilitators versus from a facilitator and a coach. 
Additionally, to support standardization across training delivery, the campus stakeholders 
earmarked parts within each section of the training to be facilitated by a coach or a 
secondary facilitator. The sections that were earmarked were either reinforcing a message 
already given by the primary facilitator, such as reminding the group that intoxication is 
not an excuse for perpetration, or inviting student-athletes to participate in a discussion 
about social expectations on campus. The primary facilitator of the training was always 
one of the campus stakeholders detailed above, and the secondary facilitator was either a 
coach or another campus stakeholder.  
Coaches who participated as facilitators underwent a training before facilitating 
SAP. All coaches’ trainings were led by one of four campus stakeholders designated to 
lead the coaches’ training. The coaches’ training lasted between 60 and 90 minutes. 
Coaches were either trained individually (n = 6) or in a group (n = 4). During the training, 
trainers led coaches through the SAP program and asked coaches to provide insights 
about their student-athletes and team dynamics, so that facilitators could anticipate any 
potential barriers to receptiveness to the training. Trainers also went over which 
earmarked parts coaches would be asked to co-facilitate. Adjustments were made 
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between the trainer and coach if a coach was not comfortable facilitating a specific part 
of the training assigned to them. Within three weeks of being trained, coaches co-
facilitated the training for their student-athletes.  
METHOD 
Current Study 
This study evaluated the SAP program, a sexual assault prevention training that on 
this campus historically has been conducted with two facilitators to student-athletes in 
same-sex mixed-team groups. Specifically, using a quasi-experimental design, the current 
pilot study evaluated whether knowledge, attitude, and behavior outcome measures for 
collegiate student-athletes differed depending on whether they received the SAP program 
as a team from one facilitator and one of their team’s coaches (i.e., the intervention 
group), or they received the program from two facilitators in same-sex mixed-team 
groups (i.e., the comparison group). Regardless of delivery method, both groups received 
the same training. Student-athletes and coaches completed surveys at baseline and at 
follow-up, which ranged from two months to four months given (a) the short grant cycle, 
which did not allow for extended follow-up, and (b) scheduling difficulties, which 
precluded all teams from undergoing training at the same time.  Some teams were on 
campus during July and August 2018 for mandatory preseason training and received 
training during this time, as there were fewer scheduling conflicts for coaches, student-
athletes, and facilitators. However, other teams did not arrive on campus until the end of 
August 2018 for the start of the school year. It was significantly harder for the Athletic 
Department to schedule the trainings when trying to navigate student-athletes’ class 
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schedules and facilitators’ other job demands.  
The study was submitted to the author’s institution’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) and was determined to not be human-subjects research as defined by 45 CFR 
46.102. The IRB at the participating university deferred to the author’s institution’s IRB. 
The National Institutes of Health granted a Certificate of Confidentiality because the 
study queried an array of sensitive topics (e.g., sexual assault victimization). 
Research Questions 
To evaluate whether there were any differences on program outcomes related to 
sexual violence for SAP based on delivery method (i.e., by a facilitator and a coach to one 
team – intervention group versus by two facilitators to multiple same-sex teams – control 
group), this study examined two research questions:  
Research Question 1: 
1) Does the delivery method affect, positively, negatively, or not at all, 
knowledge, attitude, and behaviors of student-athletes? To examine any 
potential effects of the delivery method on student-athletes, three sub-aims 
will be examined.  
a. Are there within-group differences on outcome variables (knowledge, 
attitude, and behavior) regarding sexual violence for student-athletes 
from pre-test to follow-up? 
b. Are there between group (i.e., intervention vs. comparison group) 
differences on outcome variables (knowledge, attitude, and behavior) 




c. Does a) gender, b) coach-athlete relationship closeness subscale, c) 
coaches’ perceived discipline, moderate the association between 
program participation (i.e., intervention vs. comparison group) and 
outcome variables (knowledge, attitude, and behavior)? 
Research Question 2: 
2) Does co-facilitating bystander intervention programming affect, positively, 
negatively, or not at all, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors regarding sexual 
violence for coaches? 
The participating University had a total of 27 varsity teams. When working with 
the athletic department to identify teams for participation in the pilot study, it was 
decided that only teams with full-time head coaches should be randomized to either the 
intervention or comparison group. This decision was based on two real-world challenges: 
1) The short duration of the grant funding cycle, which required that training of the 
majority of coaches involved occur over the summer, a time when part-time head coaches 
would be less likely to be on campus and available; and 2) the restrictions of the campus 
stakeholders’ schedules, in that they were only available to train coaches to participate in 
the training during business hours, a time when part-time coaches would be less likely to 
be on campus and available. There was a total of 13 teams with full-time head coaches, 
five male teams and eight female teams. These teams were then divided into two groups: 
teams with head coaches who identified as the same-sex as their teams (n = 10) and teams 
where the head coaches identified as the opposite sex of their team (n = 3). On this 
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campus, sexual assault prevention had traditionally taken place in same-sex groups, so 
teams with opposite sex head coaches (n = 3) were randomized separately from teams 
with same-sex head coaches to ensure that they would be represented in both the 
intervention and comparison groups. The group of three teams with coaches who 
identified as the opposite sex of their teams were all female teams. The group of ten 
teams with coaches who were the same-sex as their team was comprised of five male 
teams and five female teams. Given funding constraints and time constraints of campus 
stakeholders to train coaches and facilitate all the trainings, the Athletic Department and 
campus stakeholders determined that campus stakeholders could reasonably train a total 
of 10 coaches to co-facilitate the program. Randomization occurred within teams of the 
same sex, so four out of the five male teams with full-time head coaches were 
randomized to the intervention group and four out of the five female teams with full-time 
head coaches were randomized to the intervention group. In terms of the teams with 
opposite sex head coaches, two of the three teams were randomized to the intervention 
group. After the randomization had occurred and evaluation was underway, there was a 
head coaching change on the one team randomized to the comparison group that had a 
head coach who identified as the opposite sex of their team. The new head coach 
identified as the same sex as their team, so when the study ran there was no longer a team 
with a full-time head coach of the opposite sex of the team in the comparison group. Each 
grouping was randomized using a random number generator. The 14 teams with part-time 
head coaches were entered into the comparison group as the Athletic Department needed 
these teams to also receive training given University and NCAA mandates.   
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 Head coaches who were randomly selected into the intervention group worked 
with the associate and assistant athletic directors involved in the training creation to 
determine which member of the coaching staff would co-facilitate the training. The 
requirement set forth by the Athletic Administration and research team was that the 
selected coaching staff member must be a full-time employee who reports directly to the 
head coach (or is the head coach). From the ten intervention teams, five head coaches 
agreed to co-facilitate the training, and five teams chose another full-time member of the 
coaching staff to co-facilitate the training. Two of the teams that chose other coaching 
staff to co-facilitate the training did so because their coaching staff already included staff 
members who were specifically delegated the job of overseeing player development, and 
thus these teams felt such individuals would be better suited to co-facilitate. One team 
chose a member of the coaching staff, who did not appear to be directly involved in 
player development; however the individual was a full-time staff member who reported 
directly to the head coach. Two teams with full-time head coaches, who identified as the 
opposite sex, chose assistant coaches who identified as the same sex as the student-
athletes on the team to co-facilitate the training. All coaches participating in the training 
were identified in the summer of 2018. 
Teams participated in the training between late July 2018 and late September 
2018. The trainings were scheduled based on team, coach, and facilitator availability. 
Data was collected at two time points from two sources: student-athletes and coaches. 
Student-athletes and coaches received an email from a Senior Athletic Administrator 
informing them about the forthcoming survey invitation and emphasizing that 
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participation in the survey was optional and that receiving a gift card was allowable under 
NCAA rules. This email was particularly important given that the NCAA has strict 
guidelines on compensation received by student-athletes (http://www.ncaa.org/ 
amateurism). This email was sent to student-athletes ten to fourteen days before they 
participated in the training. Following this email, the researcher sent out survey 
invitations to student-athletes eight to fourteen days prior to the training. Since a Senior 
Athletic Administrator notified the coaches about the program in person, they were sent a 
reminder email about the optional survey one to two weeks before they participated in the 
training. The coaches then received an email invitation from the researcher inviting them 
to participate in the survey. Two months to four months after participating in the SAP 
program, student-athletes and coaches were invited to participate in follow-up surveys. 
They again received a reminder email about the study from the Senior Athletic 
Administrator and an email invitation to complete the study with a link to the online 
survey from the researcher. At each time point, student-athletes and coaches were sent up 
to two follow-up emails, if they had not yet completed the survey. 
To protect participants’ personal information, unique codes were created for each 
participant. Each email that participants received inviting them to participate in the 
survey also contained a unique code, which participants had to enter into Qualtrics in 
order to start the survey. This code, rather than their email or name, was attached to their 
data. The document matching the unique codes to their emails was kept separate from the 
data with the codes. The codes allowed the research team to match pre- and post-surveys. 
All email invitations linked to the survey, where participants were required to enter their 
 
44 
unique code in order to gain access to the survey. The first page of the survey contained 
the informed consent form. The informed consent form described the voluntary nature of 
the study, the aims of the study, the potential risks of participating in the study, and 
provided participants with links and information about on- and off-campus resources for 
support regarding sexual violence and alcohol use. These resources were again provided 
at the end of the survey. At the end of the first page of the consent form, participants had 
to click a button to signify that they were consenting to participate in the research. Both 
the consent form and the provided resources were able to be downloaded by participants 
for their records and future use.  
Participants 
Student-Athletes 
The email addresses of all student-athletes (n = 695) were provided by the 
Athletics Department in summer 2018 to the researcher. All student-athletes were invited 
to participate in the baseline survey and 694 student-athletes were invited to participate in 
the follow-up survey, as one participant had opted out of receiving additional emails from 
the researcher. Student-athletes were provided with an electronic $10 Amazon gift card 
for participation in the baseline surveys and a $15 Amazon gift card for participation in 
the follow-up surveys. 
Coaches 
The email addresses of all ten coaches co-facilitating the SAP program for their 
team were provided by the Athletics Department to the researcher in summer 2018. As 
these coaches were selected to undergo training, they met individually with athletic 
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administrators to discuss the program and their optional participation in the associated 
study. After these coaches were informed of their selection and the study, they were 
emailed with a link to the survey one to two weeks prior to undergoing the coaches’ 
training. They were sent up to two follow-up emails. Although the Athletics Department 
initially agreed to share the email addresses of all coaches of teams in the comparison 
group, the Athletics Department ultimately decided to share only some of the email 
addresses of coaches’ in the comparison group. Specifically, they excluded the emails of 
full-time head coaches whose teams had been randomized to the comparison group; 
however, they provided the emails of all assistant coaches of comparison teams and all 
part-time head coaches of teams in the comparison group, for a total of 49 coaches. These 
coaches received an email from a senior athletic administrator informing them of the 
optional study and then were sent an email invitation from the researcher to participate in 
the study. All coaches were provided with an electronic $15 Amazon gift card for 
participation in the baseline surveys and a $20 Amazon gift card for participation in the 
follow-up surveys. One to four months following the completion of the last SAP training, 
both groups of coaches received an email from a senior athletic administrator reminding 
them that they would be sent an optional follow-up survey. After receiving that email, the 
researcher sent an email invitation to participate in the follow-up survey. 
Surveys 
The pre- and follow-up surveys for both student-athletes and coaches included 
measures of their knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to sexual assault and 
bystander intervention. The measures assessing student-athletes’ and coaches’ 
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 Student-athletes and coaches were asked to provide basic demographic data 
including gender, race, and ethnicity. Student-athletes were also asked which sport they 
played and their year in school. Coaches were asked their age, what sport they coached, 
and the number of years they had been coaching at the Division I level. To further protect 
the identities of student-athletes, response rates by teams were not reported. Instead, 
response rates were provided based on team’s classification as contact, limited-contact, 
and no-contact sports, based on modified guidelines set forth by the American Academy 
of Pediatrics (AAP; Rice, 2008). The AAP classified sports according to contact to help 
pediatricians decide in which sports youth with medical conditions can participate, with 
sports with less contact being more likely to be safe for these youth. For this study, the 
classification was updated based on contact with other individuals (e.g., tackle football) 
rather than contact with playing field (e.g., skiing), as the former requires aggression 
against another individual (Table 1). Participating in a sport that requires aggression 
against another individual has been associated with sexual aggression. One study of 
collegiate men found a relationship between participation in aggressive sports during 
high school and sexual aggression (Forbes, Adams-Curtis, Pakala, & White, 2006). 
Additionally, this classification of sport types was recently utilized in a study examining 
the relationship between sport participation and sexual violence victimization and 
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perpetration among high school students (Basile et al., under review). Sports designated 
as contact sports also align with Messner’s (2002) classification of center sports, which 
are sports that are central to colleges’ histories, and sports in the limited contact and no 
contact column align with his description of marginal sports, which are sports that are not 
intertwined with the history of the college or university. Messner (2002) argues that 
student-athletes in center sports likely enjoy more perks and popularity with less 
repercussions, so aggressive behavior that carries from the field may be less likely to be 
challenged.   
Table 1: Sports by amount of contact  
No Contact Sports Limited Contact Sports Contact Sports 
Cross Country/Track & 
Field 
Baseball Basketball 
Golf Fencing Football 
Rowing Field Hockey Hockey 
Skiing Softball Lacrosse 
Swimming & Diving  Soccer 
Tennis   
 
Knowledge Scale 
 A knowledge scale specific to the training was created based on Banyard, Plante, 
& Moynihan’s (2005) knowledge assessment. The knowledge scale had seven questions 
assessing knowledge about facts and statistics related to sexual violence, as well as 
knowledge of bystander behaviors. In this adapted scale, three of the seven questions 
were drawn directly from Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan’s knowledge assessment. One of 
those questions asked about rates of sexual assault among collegiate females and another 
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one asked about rates of sexual assault among males over their lifetime. The third 
question that came directly from the knowledge assessment asked individuals about the 
percentage of rape allegations that were false. Three questions were created to reflect 
content from the SAP program. They asked whether sexual violence could occur in the 
context of a relationship, whether consuming alcohol causes sexual violence, and whether 
consenting to one form of sexual activity grants consent for all forms of sexual activity. 
The last of the seven questions had multiple parts, in which respondents had to circle 
multiple correct answers. The last question asked participants to select all of the helpful 
bystander behaviors from a list of both helpful (e.g., tell someone that getting drunk puts 
them at risk for being a victim of violence) and unhelpful bystander behaviors (e.g., 
ignore the situation because you do not know the people involved). In the original 
knowledge assessment, students were asked to write in any helpful bystander behaviors 
rather than choose from a list. Like the knowledge assessment, each question had the 
option “I don’t know,” and the instructions used Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan’s 
language of asking participants to not guess if they did not know the answer to a 
question. Unlike Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan’s knowledge assessment, which included 
questions with write-in responses, this knowledge scale had only multiple-choice 
answers. Given that one of the questions had multiple correct responses, there were a 
total of 15 correct responses. To create a total knowledge scale, each correct response 
was coded as a 1 and each incorrect response was coded as a 0. In the total knowledge 
scale, “I don’t know” was coded as a 0. These responses were summed together to create 
a knowledge scale score with higher scores indicating greater number of correct 
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responses. A separate knowledge scale examining the frequency of “I don’t know” 
responses was created. In this scale, “I don’t know” was coded as 1 and all other answers 
were coded as 0. The Cronbach’s alpha for the pre-survey knowledge scale was .63 and 
the alpha for the follow-up knowledge scale was .66. At baseline, three student-athletes 
were missing data and at follow-up zero student-athletes were missing data. These were 
lower than the Cronbach’s alpha (.82) for the knowledge assessment scale in Banyard, 
Plante, and Moynihan (2005)’s initial evaluation of Brining in the Bystander®; however, 
the knowledge scales differ in terms of questions and responses, so a direct comparison 
cannot be made. Given the knowledge scale covered both knowledge about sexual assault 
rates, consent, and positive bystander behavior it was determined that a low alpha was 
acceptable as these questions do not necessarily relate to just one underlying construct. 
Rape Myth Acceptance  
 The Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale—Short Form (IRMA-SF; Payne, 
Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999) measured attitudes and beliefs about rape that are false, but 
serve to validate a male’s perceived right to be sexually aggressive toward females. The 
20-item short form includes items from the seven subscales of the full 45-item IRMA 
scale and three filler items, which are not calculated in the scoring of the measure. For 
each item, respondents indicate their agreement on a 7-point Likert scale from not at all 
agree to very much agree. Scores are summed and then averaged for a total rape myth 
acceptance score, with higher scores indicating greater acceptance of rape myths. 
Research has demonstrated that the IRMA-SF has adequate internal consistency, 
reliability, and construct validity (Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999). In this study, the 
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Cronbach’s alpha for the IRMA-SF at baseline was .89 and .92 at follow-up. At baseline 
and follow-up, three student-athletes had missing data.  
Student-Athletes’ Bystander Behaviors 
 Bystander behaviors were measured utilizing Coker et al.’s (2011) bystander 
behavior measure, which was derived from Banyard et al.’s (2005) Bystander Behavior 
Scale. The original scale consisted of 51 potential bystander behaviors and asked students 
whether they had engaged in any of those behaviors in the past two months. The behavior 
options included reactive (e.g., “Call a rape crisis center or talk to a resident counselor for 
help if a friend told me they were sexually assaulted”) and proactive behaviors (e.g., 
“Educate myself about sexual violence and what I can do about it”), as well as behaviors 
that were considered low-risk (e.g., “Talk to the friends of a drunk person to make sure 
they don’t leave their drunk friend behind at the party”) and high-risk (e.g., “If a woman 
is being shoved or yelled at by a man, I ask her if she needs help”). Coker et al.’s (2011) 
scale consisted of 12 items based on Banyard et al.’s (2005) original scale. The scale 
included reactive behaviors (e.g., “talked to a friend who was raped or hit by a partner”) 
and proactive behaviors (e.g., “told someone that getting drunk puts them at risk for 
being a victim of violence”). In Coker’s scale, participants indicated how often they had 
engaged in each behavior over the past academic year. Response options ranged from not 
at all to 6 times on a 4-point Likert Scale. In this evaluation the time frame for the pre-
survey was from January 2018 until the present in an effort to generate responses about 
the past semester, and at follow-up, the time frame was since the start of the semester. In 
this evaluation, an additional response option was added, which allowed participants to 
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indicate that they had not been in a situation to engage in the stated bystander behavior. 
Recent literature has underscored the importance of measuring opportunity to intervene 
and demonstrated the importance of placing the “no opportunity to intervene” response 
option first to maximize respondents’ likelihood of selecting an optimal answer rather 
than an acceptable one (McMahon, Banyard, Palmer, Murphy, & Gidycz, 2015), which 
was done in this measure. 
To create a total bystander behavior scale, we summed student-athletes’ responses 
to the 4-point Likert Scale, with scores ranging from 0 to 36. Student-athletes who 
indicated that they had not had the opportunity to engage in a bystander behavior were 
coded as system-missing for that particular behavior in the additive scale. Coker et al. 
(2011) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .80 for the scale. In our sample, the Cronbach’s 
alpha was .88 at baseline and .84 at follow-up. At baseline, one student-athlete was 
missing data and at follow-up three student-athletes were missing data. A separate “no 
opportunity” scale was also created, where student-athletes who indicated that they had 
not had the opportunity to engage in a behavior were coded as a 1 and all other responses 
were coded as a 0. These responses were summed for a scale ranging from 0, had to 
opportunity to engage in all behaviors, to 12, did not have the opportunity to engage in 
any of the behaviors.  
Coaches’ Bystander Behaviors 
 Coaches’ bystander behaviors were measured utilizing a modified version of a 
scale created to measure coaches’ bystander behavior in the CBIM evaluation (Miller et 
al., 2012). The original scale first asked coaches whether they had seen or heard any of 
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the nine abusive behaviors listed among their male student-athletes in the past three 
months. Coaches respond that they had never seen or heard the behavior, they have seen 
or heard the behavior, but not in the past three months, and they have seen or heard the 
behavior in the past three months. Since CBIM was designed to target male high school 
student-athletes’ attitudes’ and behaviors toward females, the original nine items always 
had a “girl” or “girls” as the recipient of the abusive behavior. For example, one item 
asked respondents, if they had seen or heard a male student-athlete “Spreading rumors 
about a girl's sexual reputation, like saying she’s ‘easy to get with.’” In this evaluation, 
“girl” and “girls” were changed to “woman” and “women,” to reflect the age of 
participants. Since the training in this evaluation was also delivered to coaches of female 
student-athletes, three items were created to mimic the original CBIM scale (e.g., “A 
female athlete showing other people sexual messages about a man, or nude/sexual 
pictures of a man on a cell phone or the internet;” “A female athlete telling a man who he 
can talk to or hang out with;” “A female athlete fighting with a man where she's starting 
to cuss at or threaten him”). Together there were a total of 12 behaviors that coaches 
could have witnessed, 9 of those 12 behaviors had male student-athletes as the aggressors 
and the other 3 had female student-athletes as the aggressors. 
Given the timing of the evaluation and the semester system used at this 
University, pre-tests asked respondents to indicate whether they had seen or heard any of 
the behaviors since January 2018, which included the past semester and summer months. 
This response frame was chosen because a three-month time frame would have asked 
respondents to think of behaviors they had seen or witnessed in the summer and for one 
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month at the end of the previous semester. A three-month timeline would have also likely 
covered a time period when coaches were less likely to be with their student-athletes, 
since in the summer a number of sports do not hold on-campus summer training and 
student-athletes are less likely to live on-campus. Including the entire prior semester 
allowed respondents to include time that coaches would have been in frequent contact 
with their student-athletes. In this evaluation at pre-survey, coaches could choose three 
options, which indicated that they had never seen or heard the behavior, they had seen or 
heard the behavior, but not since January 2018, and they had seen or heard the behavior 
since January 2018. At follow-up, coaches were given the same three response options 
but the time frame was “Since the beginning of the semester,” which was effectively a 
three-month period.  
Coaches who indicated that they had seen or heard the behavior since January 
2018 were asked a follow-up question about how they responded to seeing or hearing that 
specific behavior. They were instructed to choose all the actions they engaged in and 
could choose from four behaviors: three positive bystander behaviors and one negative 
bystander behaviors. The four positive bystander behaviors were: “I immediately 
reminded the athlete that such behavior is unacceptable;” “I told the athlete in private that 
such behavior is unacceptable;” “I told the entire team (including this athlete) that such 
behaviors are unacceptable.” The one negative bystander behaviors was, “I didn’t say 
anything.” As done in the original scale, for each abusive behavior, a positive and 
negative bystander scale was created, where engaging in a behavior was coded as a 1. In 
the evaluation of CBIM, if a behavior was not witnessed since January 2018 then they 
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were given a zero on both bystander scales. In this evaluation, these individuals were 
coded as system missing and excluded from analyses of this measure. These scales were 
summed across the abusive behaviors for a total positive and negative bystander score. 
The positive bystander score ranged from 0, indicating that at least one behavior had been 
witnessed, but no positive bystander behaviors were utilized, to 12, indicating that every 
behavior was witnessed and a coach utilized positive bystander behaviors in response to 
each behavior witnessed.  
Student-Athlete & Coach Relationship 
 The Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaire (CART-Q; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 
2004)  was used to assess the student-athlete and coach relationship. The CART-Q is an 
11-item measure with three sub-scales that assess Closeness, Commitment, and 
Complementarity. These subscales respectively relate to the affective, cognitive, and 
behavioral elements of an athlete-coach relationship and are known as the three C’s 
model of the coach-athlete relationship. The closeness subscale measures the emotional 
bond between athlete and coach. The commitment subscale measures the shared goals 
between the athlete and coach. And the complementarity subscale measures the shared 
actions between the athlete and coach. The same questions are asked of the athlete and 
the coach. Respondents indicate their level of agreement with each of the 11 items on a 7-
point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” Prior research 
established the CART-Q’s acceptable validity and reliability, indicating a Cronbach’s 
alpha of .93 (Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). Given that the CART-Q examines the 
relationship between one coach and the student-athlete, the measure was modified to 
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reflect the fact that all student-athletes in the study had more than one coach, thus 
“coach” became “coaches.” In this study, only the closeness subscale was utilized. The 
subscale is comprised of four questions, which ask the athlete about how much they trust 
and respect their coach. The Cronbach’s alpha for the CART-Q closeness subscale was 
.92 at baseline and follow-up. Four student-athletes had missing data at baseline and 
follow-up. 
Team Discipline 
 One question was used to measure student-athletes’ perception of their coach’s 
likelihood of disciplining their team for behavior related to sexual violence. Kroshus, 
Paskus, and Bell (2015) created the question, “My coach would strongly discipline my 
teammates and for poor off-field behavior,” for their research on collegiate football 
players’ intentions to intervene. In this evaluation, the question was made more explicit: 
“My coach would strongly discipline my teammates and I for poor off-field behavior 
related to sexual violence,” given that coaches could have different discipline policies 
depending on the type of off-field offense. Student-athletes responded on a 6-point Likert 
scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree,” with higher scores meaning the 
student-athlete perceived a greater agreement that their coach would discipline them for 
poor off-field behavior related to sexual violence. 
Social Desirability  
 The Social Desirability Scale (SDS-17; Stöber, 2001) was used to measure social 
desirability bias, the tendency to choose responses deemed socially favorable. Stöber 
(2001) created the SDS-17 in an effort to create a shorter and updated measure of social 
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desirability, which had traditionally been measured using the 33-item Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale. SDS-17 is comprised of 17 items, but only 16 are used to 
calculate a social desirability score. The items ask about two types of behaviors: either 
behaviors that are socially undesirable, but people frequently engage in (e.g., “I 
sometimes litter”); or behaviors that are socially desirable, but people rarely engage in 
(e.g., “I always accept others’ opinions, even when they don’t agree with my own”). 
Respondents chose either “True” or “False” for each statement. Prior research has 
demonstrated the SDS-17’s acceptable internal consistency and convergent validity in 
both German and American adult samples (Blake, Valdiserri, Neuendorf, & Nemeth, 
2006; Stöber, 2001). Prior research on bystander intentions has used a scale based on the 
SDS-17 to assess social desirability (McMahon, Treitler, Peterson, & O’Connor, 2018). 
In this sample, the Cronbach’s alpha was .68 at baseline and .72 at follow-up. At 
baseline, four student-athletes had missing data and at follow-up, two student-athletes 
had missing data. 
Statistical Analyses  
All data was analyzed using IBM SPSS version 24. First, descriptive statistics 
examining differences between student-athletes who completed both the pre-test and the 
follow-up—completers— compared to student-athletes who completed just the pre-test 
and not the follow-up— non-completers— were examined. Means and standard 
deviations on knowledge, attitude, and behavior outcome measures were run for 
completers vs. non-completers in each group (intervention vs. comparison). Then, 
independent sample t-tests were run to examine significant differences in the knowledge, 
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attitude, and behavior outcome measures between completers and non-completers in the 
intervention and comparison group. Next, descriptive statistics of the final sample, 
student-athletes who completed both the pre- and the post-test, were run for the 
intervention vs. comparison group. Independent sample t-tests were run to examine 
significant differences in the knowledge, attitude, and behavior outcome measures 
between intervention and comparison group. To examine research question 1, sub-aim a 
(“Are there within group differences on outcome variables [knowledge, attitudes, and 
behaviors] regarding sexual violence for student-athletes from pre-test to follow-up?”) 
and sub-aim b (“Are there between group [i.e., intervention vs. comparison group] 
differences on outcome variables [knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors] regarding sexual 
violence for student-athletes from pre-test to follow-up?”) a one-way repeated measures 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted. The repeated measures MANOVA 
examined within-group and between-group change from pre-test to follow-up. In the 
MANOVA, group (intervention vs. comparison) was the independent variable, time was 
the repeated measure, and sexual assault knowledge, rape myth acceptance, bystander 
behaviors, and opportunity to engage in bystander behaviors were the dependent 
variables. The multivariate F omnibus value was run first and then univariate ANOVAs 
were conducted for each dependent variable to identify which, if any, were significant. 
Finally, all possible pairwise comparisons of means were run. To decrease the likelihood 
of a type I error, a Bonferroni correction was applied. The MANOVA utilized a p-value 
of .05 to determine significance; however, given the arbitrariness of the .05 cut-off, a p < 
.10 cut-off was implemented by the researcher to decrease the likelihood of Type II error. 
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Such a method has recently been utilized in an evaluation of prevention program among a 
similar sample size (Rothman, Paruk, & Banyard, 2018) and shifting away from the p < 
.05 has been an emphasis within many parts of the scientific community (Amrhein, 
Greenland, & McShane, 2019; Wasserstein, Schirm, Lazar, 2019). 
To examine sub-aim 3 of research question 1 (“Does a) gender, b) closeness of 
student-athlete/coach relationship, or c) coaches’ perceived discipline, moderate the 
association between program participation [i.e., intervention vs. comparison group] and 
outcome variables [knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors]?”) version 3.3 of the PROCESS 
macro (Hayes, 2018) was utilized. Proposed moderators and covariates that were 
continuous were mean-centered. Any significant interactions when the moderator was 
continuous would be probed using the Johnson-Neyman (JN) technique, which identifies 
the region of the proposed moderator, if there is one, where the independent variable is 
significantly or non-significantly related to the dependent variable (Hayes & Rockwood, 
2017). The JN technique eliminates the arbitrariness of the conventional examination of 
one standard deviation above and below the mean (Spiller, Fitzsimmons, Lynch, & 
McClelland., 2013). In this dataset, the JN technique was utilized as a floodlight analysis 
(Spiller et al., 2013) as the proposed moderators that were continuous did not have 
identifiable focal cut-off points for evaluation of significance.  
To examine research question 2 (“Does co-facilitating bystander intervention 
programming affect knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors regarding sexual violence for 
coaches?”), descriptive statistics, including means and SDs of knowledge, attitude, and 
behavior outcome measures were calculated. Additionally, paired sample t-tests were 
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conducted to examine changes in pre- to follow-up survey; however, results were 
interpreted with extreme caution given the very small sample size of coaches (n = 5), who 
completed pre- and follow-up surveys.     
Final Sample of Student-Athletes 
 The final sample of student-athletes used in this dissertation includes only 
student-athletes who completed both the pre- and post-surveys. In the pre-survey data, as 
described in more detail below, participants were removed if they were identified as 
providing inaccurate responses, had a lack of variability in their responses, completed 
less than 60% of the survey, or completed the survey after they participated in the 
training. Given that the pre-surveys were sent out prior to each team undergoing training, 
each team or a small number of teams were sent a unique survey link, so participants who 
stated they competed on a team that did not receive that particular survey were 
determined to not be accurately representing their team affiliation and thus were deemed 
inaccurate responses. Student-athletes who completed the survey in under 12 minutes, 
which was deemed exceptionally fast as it was 10 minutes faster than the slowest 
unaffiliated individual who completed the survey for timing, were reviewed to examine 
whether there was variability in their answers. For example, if a student-athlete selected 
the first answer for every response, then they were eliminated. Student-athletes who 
consented to the survey, but did not complete measures examined in this study were 
excluded from analyses. A few student-athletes completed the survey after they 
completed the training and thus, they were removed from analyses. In the follow-up 
surveys, student-athletes were removed for the reasons noted above and if they completed 
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the training in a make-up session because they were unable to attend their team’s 
designated training. The exact number of student-athletes who were removed is detailed 
below and depicted in Figure 1. 
Intervention Group 
 For the intervention group, 357 student-athletes were invited to participate in the 
study, and 166 student-athletes consented to the pre-training survey. From those 166 
student-athletes, 2 were removed because they were identified as inaccurate responders’ 
responses, 29 were removed because they did not complete any of the measures 
examined in this study, 4 were removed because they completed the survey after the 
training, and 1 participant was removed because of lack of variability in his/her answers. 
The final pre-training sample for the intervention group was 130 participants. At follow-
up, 83 of those 130 student-athletes consented to the follow up survey. From those 83 
student-athletes, 1 participant was identified as an inaccurate responder, 15 were removed 
because they did not complete any of the measures examined in this study, and 2 
participants completed the training in a make-up session, so they were removed. A total 
of 65 participants in the intervention group completed both the pre-training and follow-up 
survey, meaning that 50% of participants in the intervention were lost to follow-up. 
Comparison Group 
For the comparison group, 342 student-athletes were invited to participate in the 
study, and 142 student-athletes consented to the pre-training survey. From those 142 
participants, 25 were removed because they did not complete measures examined in this 
study, 2 were removed because they completed the survey after the training, and 5 were 
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removed because of a lack of variability in their answers. The final pre-training sample 
for the comparison group was 110 participants. Of those 110 student-athletes, 81 
consented to the follow-up survey. From those 81 student-athletes, 8 did not complete 
any measures examined in this study, and 5 participants completed the training in a 
make-up session, so they were removed. A total of 68 participants in the comparison 
group completed both the pre- and follow-up survey, meaning that 38% of participants in 
the comparison were lost to follow-up. 





Completers vs. Non-Completers 
Given that a significant number of student-athletes who completed the pre-test 
survey did not complete the follow-up, chi-square and independent sample t-tests were 
performed to examine any potential differences between student-athletes who completed 
the follow-up survey — completers — and those who did not complete the follow-up 
survey — non-completers. These analyses were performed based on student-athletes’ 
groupings (intervention vs. comparison). 
In the intervention group, where 50% of student-athletes were lost to follow-up, a 
number of significant differences between completers and non-completers were found. 
Findings are detailed below and in Table 2. In terms of gender, non-completers were 
significantly more likely to be male (n = 44, χ2 = 32.12, p < .001) and significantly less 
likely to be female (n = 21) than completers (n = 12 for males, n = 53 for females). There 
were also significant differences between completers and non-completers in terms of 
sport contact level, with non-completers (n = 42) being significantly more likely to play 
contact sports than completers (n = 18), χ2 = 19.73, p < .001. Regarding outcome 
measures, non-completers had significantly lower knowledge scores (M = 9.95, SD = 
4.22 for non-completers, M = 11.55, SD = 2.45 for completers; t = 2.61, p = .01), higher 
acceptance of rape myths (M = 1.68, SD = 0.57 for non-completers, M = 1.34, SD = 0.45 
for completers; t = -3.74, p = .0003), and engaged in fewer bystander behaviors than 
completers (M = 5.42, SD = 4.53 for non-completers, M = 1.34, SD = 0.45 for 
completers; t = 2.05, p = .04). Additionally, non-completers had significantly higher 
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scores on the “I don’t know” knowledge scale (M = 1.65, SD = 1.73 for non-completers, 
M = 1.05, SD = 1.37 for completers; t = -3.74, p = .0003) than completers. Completers 
and non-completers did not significantly differ in terms of opportunities to engage in 
bystander behaviors (M = 4.34, SD = 4.61 for non-completers M = 5.25, SD = 3.17 for 
completers; t = 1.30, p = .20), coach-athlete relationship scale (M = 5.63, SD = .83 for 
non-completers, M = 5.68, SD = 1.40  for completers; t = .22, p = .83) or social 
desirability (M = 9.70, SD = 2.99 for non-completers M = 9.63, SD = 3.13 for 
completers,; t = -.12, p = 0.91).  
In the comparison group, non-completers had significantly lower scores on the 
knowledge scale (M = 10.21, SD = 3.90 for non-completers M = 11.55, SD = 2.52 for 
completers; t = 2.14, p = .002) than completers. Additionally, non-completers had 
significantly lower scores on the coach-athlete relationship closeness subscale (M =5.29, 
SD = 1.51 for non-completers M = 5.92, SD = 1.11 for completers; t = 2.47, p = .02) 
compared to completers. Completers and non-completers in the comparison group did not 
significantly differ in terms of gender (χ2 = 1.25, p = .26), level of contact of sport (χ2 = 
5.18, p = .08), acceptance of rape myths (M = 1.39, SD = 0.38 for non-completers, M = 
1.38, SD = 0.51 for completers; t = -.10, p = .922), engagement in bystander behaviors (M 
= 6.18, SD = 4.65 for non-completers, M = 7.15, SD = 4.17 for completers; t = 1.03, p = 
.31), opportunities for engagement in bystander behaviors (M = 7.17, SD = 3.54 for non-
completers, M = 7.18, SD = 3.23 for completers; t = .009, p = .993), “I don’t know” 
knowledge scale (M = 1.15, SD = 1.46 for non-completers, M = 1.18, SD = 1.37 for 
completers; t = .10, p = .922), and social desirability (M = 10.23, SD = 3.05 for non-
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completers M = .06, SD = 2.89 for completers; t = -0.29, p = .78) than completers. 
Table 2: Baseline differences between student-athletes who did and did not complete the 
follow-up survey 
 
 Intervention Comparison 
Measure (scale score range) M SD M SD 
Sexual Assault Knowledge (0-15) 
     Completers 11.55 2.45  11.54 2.52 
     Non-Completers 9.95* 4.22 10.21* 3.90 
Sexual Assault Knowledge- I Don’t Know (0-7)     
     Completers 1.05 1.37 1.18 1.37 
     Non-Completers 1.65* 1.73 1.15 1.46 
Rape Myth Acceptance (0-18)     
     Completers 1.34 0.45 1.38 0.51 
     Non-Completers 1.68*** 0.57 1.39 0.38 
Coach-Athlete Relationship Closeness Subscale     
(0-28)     
     Completers 5.68 1.40 5.92 1.11 
     Non-Completers 5.63 1.30 5.29* 1.51 
Bystander Behavior (0-36)     
     Completers 7.08 4.31 7.15 4.17 
     Non-Completers 5.42* 4.53 6.18 4.64 
Bystander Behavior No Opportunity (0-12)     
     Completers 5.25 3.17 7.18 3.23 
     Non-Completers 4.34 4.61 7.18 3.54 
Social Desirability Scale (0-16)     
     Completers 9.63 3.13 10.06 2.89 
     Non-Completers 9.70 2.99 10.23 3.05 
1Sample sizes vary somewhat by question 
* p <.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
Final Student-Athlete Sample Demographics 
 Demographic information for the intervention and comparison groups, as well as 
for the total sample, are included in Table 3. The total sample is predominantly White 
(80.5%), non-Hispanic (90.2%), and female (69.2%), and is distributed evenly across 
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year in college. Most participants had previously completed an in-person sexual assault 
prevention training (74.4%). Given the low rates of racial and ethnic diversity in the 
sample, racial groups were collapsed into student-athletes who identified as White (n = 
107, 80.5%) and student-athletes who did not identify as White (n = 26, 19.5%). Chi-
square tests of independence were performed to examine the relationship between group 
(intervention vs. comparison group) and demographic variables collected at baseline. 
Results are displayed in Table 3. Chi-square tests of independence revealed the 
relationship between group and gender, χ2 = 9.12, p = .003, between group and level of 
contact in sport, χ2 = 9.43, p = .009, between group and race, χ2 = 4.07, p = .04, between 
group and Latinx ethnicity, χ2 = 6.47, p = .01, were all significant. Chi-square tests of 
independence revealed the relationship between group and academic year, χ2 = .42, p = 
.98, as well as group and previous participation in sexual assault prevention training as 




Table 3: Baseline demographic information 
 
Intervention 
(n = 65) 
n (%) 
Comparison  
(n = 68) 
n (%) 
Total  
(N = 133) 
n (%) 
Chi-square  
value and  
p-value 
Gender     
    Male 12 (18.5%) 29 (42.6%) 41 (30.8%) χ2 = 9.12, 
p = .003*     Female 53 (81.5%) 39 (57.4%) 92 (69.2%) 
Team     
   Contact 18 (27.7%) 11 (16.2%) 29 (21.8%) 
χ2 = 9.43, 
p = .009*    Limited Contact 26 (40.0%) 17 (25.0%) 43 (32.3%) 
   No Contact 21 (32.3%) 40 (58.8%) 61 (45.9%) 
Race     
     White 57 (87.7%) 50 (73.5%) 107 (80.5%) χ2 = 4.07, 
p = .04*      Non-White 8 (1.5%) 18 (4.4%) 4 (3.0%) 
Ethnicity     
     Latinx 2 (3.1%) 11 (16.2%) 13 (9.8%) χ
2 = 6.47, 
p = .01* 
Academic Year     
     Freshman 18 (28.1%) 20 (29.4%) 38 (28.8%) 
χ2 = .42, 
p = .98 
     Sophomore 17 (26.6%)  15 (22.1%) 32 (24.2%) 
     Junior 14 (21.9%) 15 (22.1%) 29 (22.0%) 
     Senior 15 (23.1%)          18 (26.5%) 33 (25.0%) 
Previous participation in 
other in-person sexual 
assault training at baseline 
47 (72.3%)          52 (76.5%) 99 (74.4%) χ
2 = .56, 
p = .29 
1Sample sizes vary somewhat by question 
 
Bivariate Results 
 To examine differences between groups at pre-survey and follow-up, independent 
sample t-tests were conducted. Results are detailed in Table 4. Independent sample t-tests 
revealed a significant difference between opportunities to engage in bystander behavior at 
baseline, with the comparison group (M = 7.18 SD = 3.23) having significantly less 
opportunities to engage in bystander behavior than the intervention group (M = 5.24 SD = 
3.17), t(131) = 3.48, p = .001. None of the other independent sample t-tests revealed 





Table 4: Bivariate results: differences between groups 
 Intervention Comparison  
Measure (scale score range) M SD M SD t-statistic and p-value 
Sexual Assault Knowledge (0-15)  
     Pre-Survey 11.55 2.45 11.55 2.52 t(128) = -.003, p = .10  
     Follow-Up 11.40 2.89 11.82 2.21 t(131) = .93, p = .34 
Sexual Assault Knowledge- I Don’t Know (0-8)      
     Pre-Survey 1.17 1.52 1.30 1.56 t(128) = .49, p = .63 
     Follow-Up 1.45 1.89 .99 1.34 t(131) = -.46, p = .11 
Rape Myth Acceptance (0-18)      
     Pre-Survey 1.46 1.06 1.38 0.51 t(128) = -.57, p = .57 
     Follow-Up 1.38 0.59 1.43 0.55 t(128) = .52, p = .61 
Coach-Athlete Relationship Closeness Subscale (0-7)      
     Pre-Survey 5.67 1.40 5.92 1.11 t(128) = 1.01, p = .27 
     Follow-Up 5.79 1.19 5.63 1.28 t(130) = .73, p = .47 
Bystander Behavior (0-36)      
     Pre-Survey 6.97 4.37 7.15 4.17 t(121) = .24, p = .81 
     Follow-Up 7.73 4.82 9.03 45.31 t(118) = 1.41, p = .16 
Bystander Behavior No Opportunity (0-12)      
     Pre-Survey 5.25 3.17 7.18* 3.23 t(131) = 3.48, p = .001 
     Follow-Up 5.75 3.36 5.97 3.21 t(129) = .39, p = .70 
Social Desirability Scale (0-16)      
     Pre-Survey 9.63 3.13 10.06 2.89 t(127) = .80, p = .42 
     Follow-Up 9.67 3.21 9.91 3.28 t(130) = .42, p = .67 




 Next, paired sample t-tests were conducted to examine within group changes 
overtime. Results are detailed in Table 5. For the intervention group, there were no 
significant changes from pre-survey to follow-up at when examining p-values below .10 
or .05. For the control group, bystander behavior significantly increased from pre-survey 
(M = 7.15 SD = 4.17) to follow-up (M = 9.03 SD = 5.31), t(55) = 3.00, p = .004, and no 
opportunity to engage in bystander behavior significantly decreased from pre-survey (M 
= 7.18 SD = 3.23) to follow-up (M = 5.97 SD = 3.21). Using the p < .10 cut-off, the 
number of “I Don’t Know” responses on the knowledge scale significantly decreased 
from pre-survey (M = 1.30 SD = 1.56) to follow-up (M = .99 SD = 1.34), t(165) = 1.99, p 




Table 5: Bivariate results: differences between pre-survey and follow-up within groups 
 Intervention Comparison 
Measure (scale score range) M SD t-statistic and 
p-values 
M SD t-statistic and 
p-values 
Sexual Assault Knowledge (0-15)       
     Pre-Survey 11.55 2.45 t(63) = .40,  
p = .69 
11.55 2.52 t(128) = -1.35,  
p = .18       Follow-Up 11.40 2.89 11.82 2.21 
Sexual Assault Knowledge- I Don’t Know (0-8)       
     Pre-Survey 1.17 1.52 t(63) = -1.17, 
 p = .25 
1.30 1.56 t(165) = 1.99,  
p = .05      Follow-Up 1.45 1.89 .99 1.34 
Rape Myth Acceptance (0-18)       
     Pre-Survey 1.46 1.06 t(61) = .69,  
p = .49 
1.38 0.51 t(64) = -1.02,  
p = .31      Follow-Up 1.38 0.59 1.43 0.55 
Coach-Athlete Relationship Closeness Subscale (0-7)       
     Pre-Survey 5.67 1.40 t(62) = .32,  
p = .75 
5.92 1.11 t(56) = 1.34,  
p = .18      Follow-Up 5.79 1.19 5.63 1.28 
Bystander Behavior (0-36)       
     Pre-Survey 6.97 4.37 t(58) = -.77,  
p = .45 
7.15 4.17 t(55) = 3.00,  
p = .004      Follow-Up 7.73 4.82 9.03** 5.31 
Bystander Behavior No Opportunity (0-12)       
     Pre-Survey 5.25 3.17 t(62) = -1.27, 
 p = .21 
7.18 3.23 t(67) = 2.74,  
p = .008      Follow-Up 5.75 3.36 5.97** 3.21 
Social Desirability Scale (0-16)       
     Pre-Survey 9.63 3.13 t(61) = -.31,  
p = .76 
10.06 2.89 t(65) =.59,  
p = .56      Follow-Up 9.67 3.21 9.91 3.28 
1Sample sizes vary somewhat by question 
* p <.05, **p<.01 
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Research Question 1 Results 
Sub-aim 1 and 2 
As noted above, to examine the first two sub-aims of research question 1, which 
examined within-group differences (sub-aim a) and between group differences (sub-aim 
b) regarding whether the delivery method (intervention vs. comparison) affected 
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors of student-athletes, a one-way repeated measures 
multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed (Table 6, Table 7, and Table 
8).  
Table 6: Multivariate tests 
Effect l F (df1, df2) p-value ηp2 
Time .94 1.71 (4, 103) .153 .06 
Time * Group .91 2.54 (4, 103) .044* .09 
* p < .05 
The results indicated that there was at least one significant difference within 
groups on knowledge, attitude, bystander behavior, and lack of opportunity to engage in 
bystander behavior over time, F (4, 103) = 2.54, p = .04, η2 = .09 (Table 6). Univariate 
tests were conducted in order to determine which mean vector pairings were significant. 
Prior to conducting a series of follow-up ANOVAs, the homogeneity of variance 
assumption was tested for all scales. A series of Levene’s F tests demonstrated that the 




Table 7: Univariate follow-up tests 
Effect F (df1, df2) p-value ηp2 
Knowledge 2.14 (1, 106) .15 .02 
Rape Myth Acceptance .61 (1, 106) .44 .01 
Bystander Behavior 3.40 (1, 106) .068* .03 
No Opportunity for 
Bystander Behavior 5.269 (1, 106) .024** .05 
* p < .10 ** p < .05 
Univariate tests demonstrated that there was no significant intervention effect on 
knowledge, F (1, 106) = 2.14, p = .15, η2 = .02 or rape myth acceptance, F (1, 106) = .61, 
p = .44, η2 = .006, over time. However, univariate tests did reveal a significant 
intervention effect on no opportunity for bystander behavior, F (1, 106) = 5.27, p = .02, 
η2 = .047, over time (Table 7). As noted above, a p < .10 cut-off was implemented by the 
researcher to decrease the likelihood of Type II error. At the p < .10 cut-off, univariate 
tests did reveal a significant intervention effect on bystander behavior, bystander 
behavior, F (1, 106) = 3.40, p = .07, η2 = .031, over time. Pairwise comparisons were 
conducted to determine at which time point differences in bystander behavior and no 
opportunity for bystander behaviors were significant. To prevent alpha inflation, a 
Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was applied. Additionally, 95% 
confidence intervals were computed in order to provide further insight into the variability 
of plausible mean differences between the observed groups. Pairwise comparisons 
revealed that no opportunity to engage in bystander behavior significantly differed 
between groups at pre-survey, (M = 6.42 SD = 2.89 for comparison group, M = 5.04 SD 
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= 2.89 for intervention group, MD = 1.39, p = .01). However, pairwise comparisons 
revealed that bystander behavior did not significantly differ between groups at either pre-
survey (M = 7.25 SD = 4.20 for comparison group, M = 7.46 SD = 4.27 for intervention 
group, MD = - .214, p = .80) or follow-up survey (M = 9.19 SD= 5.37 for comparison 
group, M = 7.71 SD = 4.90 for intervention group, MD = 1.48, p = .14).  Between-subject 






Table 8: Means (SDs) and confidence intervals (CI) of outcome measures and MANOVA results, by group and time  






Intervention 11.59 (2.40) 10.96-12.22 11.55 (2.61) 10.94-12.17 
.002 F (1, 106) = .24,  p =.62 Control 11.48 (2.38) 10.82-12.14 12.06 (1.92) 11.42-12.69 
Rape Myth 
Acceptance 
Intervention 1.50 (1.12) 1.27-1.74 1.39 (.61) 1.24-1.55 
.000 F (1, 106) = .02,  p = .88 Control 1.42 (.56) 1.17-1.66 1.45 (.55) 1.28-1.61 
Bystander 
Behavior 
Intervention 7.46 (4.27) 6.34-8.59 7.71 (4.90) 6.35-9.07 




Intervention 5.04 (2.73) 4.29-5.78 5.34 (3.00) 4.59-6.09 





To examine sub-aim 3 of research question 1 (Does a) gender, b) coach-athlete 
relationship, c) coaches’ perceived discipline, moderate the association between program 
participation [i.e., intervention vs. comparison group] and outcome variables [knowledge, 
attitudes, and behaviors]?), moderation analyses using the PROCESS macro were 
conducted. A separate moderation analysis was conducted for each moderator and its 
relationship with each outcome variable (Appendix B). Group (i.e., intervention vs. 
comparison) was always entered as the independent variable. In each model, the pre-
survey variable (i.e., knowledge at pre-survey) that aligned with the outcome variable 
(i.e., knowledge at follow-up) was mean-centered and entered as covariate. Social 
desirability was also mean-centered and entered as a covariate in each of the moderation 
models. Figure 1 depicts the model. In 11 of the 12 models, the only significant predictor 
of the outcome measures was the outcome measure measured at pre-survey. Across those 
11 models, neither the moderator nor the interaction (moderator x group) were significant 
predictors of any of the outcome measures and the addition of the interaction did not have 
a significant change on the model. In only one of the 12 models was there a significant 
predictor other than the outcome variable measured at baseline. The linear model of 
predictors of knowledge at follow-up, where the coach-athlete relationship closeness 
subscale was tested as a moderator, revealed that both baseline knowledge score, b = .61, 
t (123) = 9.12, p < .001, and the coach-athlete relationship closeness subscale score, b = -
.31, t (123) = - 2.24, p = .03, were significant predictors. However, the interaction (group 
x coach-athlete relationship closeness subscale) was not a significant predictor of 
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knowledge at follow-up, b = -.11, t (123) = -.41, p = .69 and the addition of the 
interaction did not have a significant change on the model, F (1, 123) = .17, p < .69, DR2 
= .001. Given that the interactions were not significant, the JN technique was not 
conducted to further probe the interaction. 




Research Question 2 Results 
Final Coach Sample Demographics 
 As noted above, only five intervention coaches completed both the pre- and 
follow-up survey. One coach was lost to follow-up. The five coaches who completed 
both the pre- and follow-up survey were all White (100%) and were predominantly 
female (80%). In terms of coaching experience, 80% of coaches reported they had been 
coaching for over ten years and 80% of coaches reported that they had been coaching 
between six and ten years at the Division I level. At baseline, 60% of coaches reported 
that they had previously participated in a sexual assault prevention training at the 
University and 100% of coaches reported that they knew someone who had been sexually 
assaulted. 
 Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations for the knowledge, 
attitude, and behavior scales, were calculated and reported in Table 7. Paired sample t-
tests were run for knowledge, the “I don’t know” knowledge scale, rape myth acceptance, 
the coach-athlete relationship closeness subscale, and the behavior witnessed scale. 
Paired sample t-tests revealed a significant increase in knowledge from pre-survey to 
follow-up, t (4) = 6.00, p = .004. Paired sample t-tests did not reveal significant changes 
from pre-survey to follow-up for the “I don’t know” knowledge scale, t(4) = -.41, p = .70, 
rape myth acceptance, t(4) = -.13, p = .90, coach-athlete relationship closeness subscale, 
t(4) = .43, p = .69, and behavior witnessed scale, t(4) = 2.01, p = .11. Paired sample t-
tests were not run for either the positive or negative bystander behavior scales because 
the sample size was significantly reduced (n = 3 at pre-survey and n = 2 at follow-up). 
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Table 9: Means, standard deviations, and paired sample t-tests for coaches 
 Pre-Survey Follow-Up 
Measure (scale score range) M SD M SD 
Sexual Assault Knowledge (0-15) 
      10.60 2.07 11.80** 2.28 
Sexual Assault Knowledge- I Don’t Know (0-7)     
 .80 .84 .60 .55 
Rape Myth Acceptance (0-18)     
 1.13 0.11 1.14 0.20 
Coach-Athlete Relationship Closeness Subscale (0-7)     
 6.45 .33 6.35 .68 
Bystander Witnessed (0-12)     
 2.20 2.05 .80 1.30 
Positive Bystander Behavior (0-36)1     
 2.33 1.53 1.00 .00 
Negative Bystander Behavior (0-12)1     
 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 
Social Desirability Scale (0-16)     
 9.80 3.35 11.00 2.74 
1 Sample sizes vary slightly by question 
* p <.05, **p<.01 
DISCUSSION 
 The first aim of the study was to determine whether there were any differences 
between the intervention and comparison groups on knowledge, attitude, and behavior 
outcome measures. Although bivariate results initially revealed some changes regarding 
bystander behavior and lack of opportunities to engage in bystander behavior over time 
within the comparison group, these findings did not remain significant in the one-way 
repeated measures MANOVA. Results demonstrated that the two groups did not 
significantly differ in terms of these outcome measures. This is not surprising, given that 
the intervention implemented has not been previously tested or established as an 
 
78 
efficacious intervention. The one finding of note in the one-way repeated measures 
MANOVA was that the two groups did differ significantly at baseline in terms of 
opportunities to engage in bystander behavior. While the difference is significant at 
baseline, at follow-up the two groups reported similar means regarding no opportunity to 
intervene. Practically speaking, at pre-survey, student-athletes in the comparison group 
were reporting a mean of 6.42 (SD = 2.89), meaning on average they did not have the 
opportunity to intervene in 6 situations, whereas, student-athletes in the intervention 
group were reporting a mean of 5.04 (SD = 2.73), meaning they did not have the 
opportunity to intervene in 5 situations, which is only a difference of one situation. It is, 
however, important to note that this study did not include measures examining 
recognition of situations requiring bystander behaviors, so it is not possible to determine 
whether the differences in having no opportunity to intervene were related to actually not 
having the opportunity to intervene or not recognizing the situation as a situation 
requiring intervening. It is also possible that this baseline difference is explained by 
different social patterns between the two groups, with the comparison group being less 
likely to be in situations (i.e., parties) where bystander behaviors might be required. 
Given that subjects were not randomized to groups, there were likely inherent differences 
between groups, which is further discussed in the limitations section. However, that 
particular hypothesis seems unlikely regarding this finding, given that at follow-up there 
were not significant differences between groups regarding lack of opportunity to 
intervene in bystander behavior.  
The lack of significant differences between groups suggests two potential 
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conclusions. First, as noted above, the SAP program that is being utilized for both groups 
did not significantly affect knowledge, attitude, and behavior outcome measures from 
pre-survey to follow-up. This study did not evaluate outcome measures immediately after 
receiving the intervention, so it is possible that some gains were made, but not maintained 
at follow-up. However, given that past research has established that most single-session 
interventions do not lead to lasting change (Nation et al., 2003), it is more likely that the 
effects of the program are hampered by its single-session nature. Additionally, this 
sample of student-athletes had participated in a similar program in the prior year(s), as 
the University mandates bystander training every year, which is provided only through a 
variation of this training. Although some of the SAP program contents were modified 
(e.g., inclusion of student-athlete culture on campus) for delivery to student-athletes, the 
framework of the presentation and the majority of session contents remained the same to 
presentations in years past. Presumably all student-athletes except for freshmen would 
have participated in the program during the prior year(s). Given that the majority of 
student-athletes previously participated in a version of the program, it is possible that the 
program was initially efficacious in changing knowledge, attitude, and behaviors to a 
point, but repetition of the program led to no additional gains. However, this explanation 
remains unlikely given the research demonstrating the necessity of multi-session 
intervention programing to affect knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors (Nation et al., 
2003). This overall prevention research finding has been underscored by a meta-analysis 
on sexual violence prevention programs, which argued for multi-session programming or 
even semester-long courses after determining that effect sizes were larger for programs 
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with longer duration (Anderson and Whiston, 2005).   
 Secondly, the lack of difference between groups also points to the potential of 
utilizing coaches as co-facilitators in the delivery of bystander prevention programming to 
collegiate student-athletes. As noted below in the limitations section, the lack of a no-
treatment control group, inherent differences between groups (only teams with full-time 
head coaches were in the intervention group vs. the majority of teams in the comparison 
group had part-time head coaches), and the only change in the intervention being the 
delivery method, significantly limits the ability to draw strong conclusions about the 
efficacy of having coaches involved as co-facilitators. Nonetheless, it is promising that 
student-athletes in the intervention group did not demonstrate any iatrogenic effects. 
Another possible benefit of having coaches involved is the potential for them to continue 
reinforcing the messages of the training. Unlike the facilitators from outside of athletics 
who typically deliver the program, coaches have near-daily contact with their student-
athletes at the Division I level. This provides them with many opportunities to reinforce 
messages delivered during the program. Although not possible in this evaluation, an 
additional follow-up at six-months or one-year should examine whether coaches reinforce 
the messages of the training and whether they feel comfortable doing so. It is reasonable 
to assume that coaches, like their student-athletes, require more than one training to learn, 
retain, and shape their view of sexual assault on college campuses and encourage bystander 
behavior. Booster sessions or email reminders with talking points could potentially 
facilitate coaches carrying on these conversations after a one-time training. 
Notably, student-athletes in this survey already had relatively high knowledge (M 
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= 11.55 SD = 2.45 for the intervention group and M = 11.55 SD = 2.52 for the 
comparison group) and low acceptance of rape myths (M = 1.34 SD = .45 for the 
intervention group and M = 1.38 SD = .51 for the comparison group) at baseline. Given 
that the lowest score possible on the rape myth acceptance scale is 1.00, a significantly 
larger sample would be needed to detect any meaningful changes over time. Furthermore, 
such reductions would likely be difficult to engender, especially in a one-time, one-hour 
session. The highest possible score on the knowledge scale utilized in this evaluation 
would be 15, thus average baseline scores of 11.55 do not leave a lot of opportunity for 
growth. Unfortunately, these numbers are unable to be compared to other samples 
because the knowledge scale was intervention specific and other assessments of student-
athletes’ rape myths used either a different scale (McMahon, 2010) or used a different 
response scale (Moynihan, Banyard, Arnold, Eckstein, & Stapleton, 2010). Low 
acceptance of rape myths may signal a shift in society’s acceptance of traditional rape 
myths. McMahon and Fisher (2010) argued for the need to utilize an updated rape myth 
scale as the language utilized in IRMA-SF and other older rape myth scales may no 
longer be relevant to college populations. Furthermore, societal perceptions and 
understandings may have evolved to recognize that more obvious rape myths may not be 
true or not socially desirable to accept. The low acceptance of rape myths at baseline is 
promising, but does not automatically translate into action in situations of sexual 
violence.   
Given these high rates of knowledge and low acceptance of rape myths at baseline, 
future sexual assault prevention programming at this University should shift its focus to 
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bystander behavior. The SAP program could add a discussion of potential barriers to 
engaging in bystander behaviors and how to overcome them, as well as spend time 
exploring team-level attitudes that might interfere with bystander behavior. Future 
evaluations should also directly assess these areas to better understand barriers to engaging 
in bystander behavior among collegiate student-athletes. 
In terms of moderation, none of the proposed moderators (gender, coach discipline, 
coach-athlete relationship closeness subscale) were significant. This is only somewhat 
surprising regarding gender, as previous evaluations have found sex to be a significant 
predictor of bystander behavior (Banyard, 2008). There was no prior research to suggest 
that closeness of the coach-athlete relationship would be a significant moderator; however, 
it is reasonable to assume that if student-athletes did not feel close to their coach then the 
coach’s presence in the program could be potentially distracting or uncomfortable, which 
could affect student-athletes’ ability to listen, absorb, and retain the contents of the session. 
Perceived coach discipline was a proposed moderator based on the findings of Kroshus, 
Paskus, and Bell (2015) where perceived discipline of inappropriate off-field behavior was 
associated with male collegiate football players’ reported intentions to intervene in 
situations that could lead to sexual violence. In this evaluation, actual bystander behavior 
was measured, and student-athletes represented a wide range of sports. Furthermore, there 
was very little variation in perceived coach discipline for poor off-field behavior related to 
sexual violence, with 75.2% of student-athletes strongly agreeing that their coaches would 
discipline. Thus, student-athletes who were closer to their coaches may be more likely to 
believe and retain information provided in the training. However, the test of this moderator 
 
83 
was hampered by the limitations discussed above and below, such as high rates of 
knowledge and low acceptance of rape myths at baseline, as well as overall small sample 
size.  
Regarding coaches, conclusions are significantly limited by the small number of 
coaches (n = 5) who completed both the pre- and follow-up survey. Nonetheless, it was 
promising to see significant increases in knowledge between pre-survey and follow-up. 
These increases in knowledge may have been facilitated by the one-on-one or small-group 
training that coaches received before co-facilitating the intervention. Coaches, unlike 
student-athletes, were presented with the contents of the session twice, which could have 
facilitated greater learning and retention of information. 
A particularly important finding that emerged was that there were key differences 
in knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors between student-athletes who did and did not 
complete the post-survey, especially when examining the student-athletes who did and did 
not complete the post-survey in the intervention group. In the intervention group, 
completers had significantly more knowledge, lower rape myth acceptance, and engaged 
in more bystander behaviors than non-completers at baseline. This means that the student-
athletes who we would most likely want to participate in a sexual violence intervention — 
those student-athletes with less knowledge about sexual violence, higher acceptance of 
rape myths, and who engage in fewer bystander behaviors — did not complete the follow-
up survey. Without this data, it is impossible to know what type of effects, if any, the 
intervention had on their knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors. 
Learning how student-athletes on contact sports teams respond to a bystander 
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intervention would have been extremely important, as previous research has identified 
males who play contact sports in high school as at greater risk for perpetration in college 
than males who play non-contact sports (Forbes, Adams-Curtis, Pakalka, & White, 2006). 
While it is likely that many factors contributed to these student-athletes not completing the 
follow-up survey, it is worth discussing a few potential factors. First, student-athletes in 
the intervention group were more likely to be in-season during the administration of the 
follow-up survey. The NCAA limits the number of hours that student-athletes can engage 
in “countable athletically related activities (CARA),” which are athletic activities that are 
overseen and mandated by coaching staff (NCAA, 2009). The limitations on hours vary 
depending on a number of factors including the athletic division, whether the student-
athlete is in-season or out-of-season, and whether their college/university is in-session, on 
an academic break, or has not yet started the academic year. Student-athletes who are in-
season can practice for a maximum of four hours per day for up to 20 hours a week, whereas 
student-athletes who are out-of-season can only engage in CARA for eight hours a week. 
CARA does not include training room activities (e.g., taping, treatment for injuries), travel 
to and from games, or any voluntary practice or conditioning initiated by student-athletes. 
Student-athletes who were in-season during the follow-up administration would likely have 
had less time to complete a voluntary survey, especially compared to baseline 
administration when many of these student-athletes were in preseason, meaning they were 
on-campus for athletic related activities, but the academic year had not yet started. Future 
studies should consider conducting follow-up surveys when student-athletes are on-
campus, but are either not engaged in both academic and athletic responsibilities or are 
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participating in their offseason.  
Second, at baseline, it is likely that coaches in the intervention group were more 
aware that their student-athletes were being surveyed, as coaches had themselves just met 
with senior athletic administrators to learn about the program and the voluntary nature of 
the surveys. They might have told their student-athletes about the survey, which would be 
important as we received feedback from the athletic department that students do not 
regularly check their emails. At follow-up, coaches received a reminder about their own 
follow-up survey, but did not receive communication about student-athletes also being 
surveyed. Third, although this survey was titled “Health and wellbeing of student-athletes” 
and did assess domains (e.g., coping mechanisms, athletic identity) not clearly related to 
sexual violence, it is possible that after initially taking the survey, some student-athletes 
felt the survey was not relevant to them or worth their time. Lastly, at baseline one of the 
intervention teams was sent an administrator’s copy of the survey. Although the sharing of 
this survey did not occur due to the research team, and it remains unclear if an athletic 
administrator accidentally forwarded it, student-athletes who took this survey (n = 44) did 
not have to enter their unique code to take the survey, so they may have been less aware 
that survey responses would be linked. Additionally, not having to enter a unique code also 
removes a barrier to survey access and completion, albeit a small one. 
LIMITATIONS 
 As with all studies, there are a number of important limitations that warrant 
discussion. First, this evaluation was not a randomized control trial. Although teams with 
full-time head coaches were randomized to the intervention and comparison group, the 
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teams in the intervention group (n = 10) outnumbered the teams in the comparison group 
(n = 3). Analyses comparing these two groups would have been hampered by the small 
number of student-athletes who completed both the baseline and follow-up survey and 
were from teams with full-time head coaches randomized to the comparison group (n = 
11). Second, this study was underpowered. Using an online post-hoc power calculator 
(Kane, 2018) to compare differences in bystander behavior at follow-up with p < .05 
determined that the study power was only 38%. Unfortunately, all recruitment methods 
were utilized, but ultimately only 133 student-athletes completed both the pre- and 
follow-up survey. 
As mentioned throughout this dissertation, the timeline of this study was dictated 
by the short funding period of the grant. The researcher and partnering University had ten 
months to update the program, create surveys, train facilitators and coaches, run 16 
trainings with teams and 9 coaches’ trainings, and collect and analyze data. Within those 
ten months, only eight of them occurred when student-athletes were on campus. This 
short timeline most impacted the follow-up survey timeframe, which ideally would have 
been three months for all teams, and ideally would have included an even longer follow-
up time period, such as 6-months or one year. In the short follow-up timeframe, student-
athletes may not have had as many opportunities to engage in bystander behaviors. 
Additionally, there was staff turnover in the athletic department, which hampered efforts 
to survey part-time coaches, who were not involved in the program, as new staff were 
hesitant to survey additional coaches for fear that coaches would be annoyed by the 
communication or misunderstand the survey and believe that the athletic department was 
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going to be made aware of individual results.  
 A number of the limitations of this study can be attributed to the real-world nature 
of this evaluation. Ideally, all teams would have undergone training within a week of 
each other; however, there were not enough facilitators, rooms available for training, or 
free time in student-athletes’, coaches’, and trainers’ schedules to make this a reality. 
Ideally, there would have also been a no-treatment group, who did not receive the 
training, to compare outcomes against. Having a no-treatment group, rather than having a 
comparison group that underwent the same training with only a delivery-method 
difference, may have increased the ability to detect effects and provide more evidence for 
or against the inclusion of coaches in the training. However, given the University’s and 
NCAA’s standards, all student-athletes had to undergo bystander training, and the short 
grant funding period did not allow us to have the comparison group be intent-to-treat. 
Furthermore, although the SAP program had elements similar to Bringing in the 
Bystander®, it was not an evidence-based program. It would have been preferable to 
evaluate whether coaches as co-facilitators led to different outcomes for a program that 
has already been shown to be efficacious. Future studies should evaluate the efficacy of 
engaging coaches as co-facilitators of evidence-based programs such as Bringing in the 
Bystander®. For reasons noted above, such as availability, only teams with full-time 
head coaches were randomized to the intervention or comparison group, whereas teams 
with part-time head coaches were placed in the comparison group. Systematically, this 
meant that the groups were inherently different. Teams with part-time head coaches are 
more likely to fit Messner’s classification as marginal sports given that the University 
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places less resources toward the team, as evidenced by the fact that their head coach is 
part-time. All teams with part-time head coaches also participated in limited contact or 
no-contact sports, with the majority participating in no contact sports, whereas teams with 
full-time head coaches were predominantly contact or limited contact sports.   
 Unlike other bystander prevention programs where students can opt to participate 
in the training (e.g., Green Dot, RealConsent), participation in this program was 
mandatory and attendance was tracked by athletic staff. In the evaluation of CBIM, 
coaches did not have to participate in the program, whereas in SAP coaches’ participation 
was mandatory, although participation in the survey was optional. Mandating that 
coaches participate in a sexual assault prevention program does not necessarily facilitate 
buy-in and a lack of engagement in the session by the coach could have communicated a 
message that the programming is not important. On the other hand, student-athletes 
typically undergo a number of specialized trainings and programs (i.e., leadership 
training, alcohol education), where their coach is not present, so the presence of their 
coach may have communicated the importance of the session and associated information.  
In terms of survey design, this evaluation does not measure sexual violence 
perpetration or victimization, which are important and necessary outcomes to evaluate the 
effectiveness of a sexual violence prevention program (DeGue et al., 2014). 
Unfortunately, the administrators at the partner University would not allow perpetration 
data to be collected, given that the student-athletes’ responses were being matched across 
the two time points and thus could be identifiable. The survey did ask about attempted or 
completed sexual assault victimization since the beginning of college, but only through 
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one question, which did not examine frequency, type of sexual assault, or perpetrator 
characteristics, which severely limits the interpretation of sexual assault victimization at 
this University. These administrators are not alone in their hesitancy to collect 
perpetration data, with many university-wide surveys not asking about perpetration. Such 
hesitancy is part of a larger conversation about Universities’ willingness to collect, report, 
and investigate allegations of sexual violence. As the American Association of University 
Women (AAUW) has consistently found when reviewing data collected through the 
Clery Act, 77% of universities disclose zero incidents of sexual assault in the past year 
(Miller, 2018), despite consistent research findings highlighting the pervasive problem of 
sexual assault on college campuses (Krebs et al., 2016; Krebs, Lindquist, Warner, Fisher, 
& Martin, 2009). While this high percentage is unlikely to be attributed to a single factor, 
the AAUW (Miller, 2018) speculates that the lack of rapes reported on campus is due to a 
combination of unclear reporting guidelines, campus culture that does not facilitate 
reporting, a lack of appropriate follow-up on reports, and a reluctance for campuses to be 
associated with these rates.   
Lastly, the student-athletes and coaches who completed the pre- and follow-up 
survey were predominantly White (80.5%). The racial and ethnic breakdown of the 
student-athletes at this University was not available; however, the majority of students at 
the University identify as White (60%). Unfortunately, the lack of racial and ethnic 
diversity of participants in evaluations of sexual assault prevention program is all too 
common, as noted in the introduction (Banyard, Moynihan, & Plante, 2007; Coker et al., 




In spite of the limitations, this evaluation provides a first glimpse at the feasibility 
of utilizing coaches as co-facilitators in sexual assault prevention at the collegiate level, 
demonstrating that engaging coaches did not lead to iatrogenic effects. The involvement 
of coaches and athletic administrators into bystander prevention programs, which have 
traditionally been housed outside of athletics, could lead to effects on student-athletes’ 
individual, relational, and communal social ecologies. Additionally, this evaluation 
highlights many of the challenges of conducting real-world evaluations with Division I 
coaches and student-athletes, who have a number of demands on their time and energy in 
addition to academic obligations for student-athletes. Future studies should examine the 
efficacy of utilizing coaches as co-facilitators in prevention programs that have already 
demonstrated efficacy at affecting collegiate students’ knowledge, attitudes, and 
bystander behavior. Such evaluations will allow for a more direct assessment of the 
efficacy of utilizing coaches as co-facilitators. 
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Table 5  
Linear Model of Predictors of Knowledge at Follow-Up with Gender as Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 4.66 (2.90-6.41) .89 5.25 p < .001 
Group -.13 (-.81-.54) .34 -.39 .43 
Gender -.53 (-1.28-.22) .38 -1.41 .37 
Group x Coach Discipline -.87 (-2.37-.63) .76 -1.15 .71 
Knowledge at baseline (centered) .59 (.45-.72) .07 8.74 p < .001 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .04 (-.07-.14) .05 .70 .40 
Model summary: F (5, 123) = 17.01, p < .001, R2 = .41 
 
Table 6  
Linear Model of Predictors of Rape Myth Acceptance at Follow-Up with Gender as 
Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 1.18 (.83-1.53) .18 6.28 p < .001 
Group -.04 (-.25-.16) .10 -.82 .41 
Gender -.17 (-.41-.06) .12 -1.68 .10 
Group x Coach Discipline .36 (-.11-.83) .24 .36 .72 
Rape Myth Acceptance at baseline 
(centered) .15 (.03-.27) .06 2.74 .01 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) -.001 (-.03-.03) .02 .38 .70 
Model summary: F (5, 120) = 2.98, p = .01, R2 = .11 
 
Table 7 
Linear Model of Predictors of Bystander Behavior at Follow-Up with Gender as 
Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 4.45 (1.16-7.74) 1.66 2.68 .01 
Group -1.48 (-3.25-.29) .89 -1.66 .10 
Gender -.38 (-2.51-1.74) 1.07 -.36 .72 
Group x Coach Discipline 1.28 (-2.72-5.29) 2.02 .63 .53 
Bystander Behavior at baseline .54 (.32-.75) .11 4.91 p < .001 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .01 (-.26-.28) .14 .08 .94 





Linear Model of Predictors of No Opportunity for Bystander Behavior at Follow-Up with 
Gender as Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 3.35 (1.36-5.34) 1.01 3.33 .001 
Group .85 (-.36-2.05) .61 1.39 .17 
Gender -1.23 (-2.49-.03) .64 -1.93 .06 
Group x Coach Discipline -2.23 (-4.94-.48) 1.37 -2.63 .11 
No Opportunity for Bystander 
Behavior at baseline .36 (.17-.55) .09 3.81 p < .001 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .04 (-.13-.21) .09 .50 .61 





Linear Model of Predictors of Knowledge at Follow-Up with Coach Discipline as 
Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 4.34 (2.53-6.15) .91 4.74 p < .001 
Group -.26 (-.91-.40) .33 -.78 .43 
Coach Discipline (centered) -.16 (-.50-.19) .18 -.89 .37 
Group x Coach Discipline .13 (-.57-.83) .35 .37 .71 
Knowledge at baseline (centered) .60 (.47-.74) .07 8.69 p < .001 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .04 (-.06-.15) .05 .84 .40 
Model summary: F (5, 123) = 16.42, p < .001, R2 = .40 
 
Table 2 
Linear Model of Predictors of Rape Myth Acceptance at Follow-Up with Coach 
Discipline as Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 1.11 (.76-1.46) .18 6.28 p < .001 
Group -.08 (-.28-.12) .10 -.82 .41 
Coach Discipline (centered) -.09 (-.19-.02) .05 -1.68 .10 
Group x Coach Discipline .04 (-.17-.24) .10 .36 .72 
Rape Myth Acceptance at 
baseline (centered) .16 (.05-.28) .06 2.74 .01 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .01 (-.03-.04) .02 .38 .70 




Table 3  
Linear Model of Predictors of Bystander Behavior at Follow-Up with Coach Discipline 
as Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 4.73 (1.40-8.06) 1.68 2.82 .01 
Group -1.56 (-3.29-.16) .87 -1.79 .08 
Coach Discipline (centered) -.19 (-.70-.1.08) .45 .42 .67 
Group x Coach Discipline -.31 (-2.07-1.45) .89 -.35 .73 
Bystander Behavior at baseline .51 (.30-.72) .11 4.81 p < .001 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .01 (-.26-.28) .14 .06 .95 
Model summary: F (5, 109) = 5.80, p < .001, R2 = .21 
 
Table 4  
Linear Model of Predictors of No Opportunity for Bystander Behavior at Follow-Up with 
Coach Discipline as Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 3.29 (1.27-5.31) 1.02 3.22 .002 
Group .44 (-.72-1.60) .59 .75 .46 
Coach Discipline (centered) -.32 (-.91-.27) .30 -1.08 .28 
Group x Coach Discipline -.19 (-.97-1.35) .59 .32 .75 
No Opportunity for Bystander 
Behavior at baseline .31 (.13-.49) .09 3.44 .001 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .07 (-.10-.24) .09 .79 .43 






Linear Model of Predictors of Knowledge at Follow-Up with Coach-Athlete 
Relationship- Closeness Subscale as Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 4.07 (2.29–5.84) .90 4.53 p < .001 
Group -.30 (-.94–.35) .33 -.92 .36 
Coach-Athlete Relationship- 
Closeness Subscale (centered) -.31 (-.58–-.035) .14 -2.24 .03 
Group x Coach Discipline -.11 (-.63–.42) .27 -.41 .69 
Knowledge at baseline (centered) .61 (.48–.74) .07 9.12 p < .001 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) .07 (-.04–.17) .05 1.26 .21 
Model summary: F (5, 123) = 17.86, p < .001, R2 = .42 
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Table 10  
Linear Model of Predictors of Rape Myth Acceptance at Follow-Up with Coach-Athlete 
Relationship- Closeness Subscale as Moderator 
 b (CI) SE B t p 
Constant 1.10 (.75-1.45) .18 6.18 p < .001 
Group -.09 (-.28-.11) .10 -.88 .38 
Coach-Athlete Relationship- 
Closeness Subscale (centered) 
-.03 (-.11-.10) .04 -.76 .45 
Group x Coach Discipline -.14 (-.30-.02) .08 -1.74 .08 
Rape Myth Acceptance at baseline 
(centered) 
.16 (.04-.28) .06 2.69 .01 
Social desirability at follow-up 
(centered) 
 .01 (-.02-.04) .02 .46 .65 
Model summary: F (5, 120) = 2.46, p = .04, R2 = .09 
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